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z LONDON, AUGUST 6, 1887, 


CURRENT TOPICS. 
yorrce issued from Mr. Justice Kay’s chambers 


Sy 


repeats the 


puncement in the general Vacation Notice, that the chambers 

that judge will be open during the Long Vacation for vacation 
"business, and that all applications to the Vacation Judge in 
"chambers must be made at those chambers. Presumably this 
only applies to chancery business. 





© Mx. Justice Kay announced in court on Thursday last that he 

jas no arrears of adjourned summonses, nor any arrears at cham- 
bers. There were several motions in Friday’s list, and there will 
De reveral petitions for Saturday. Subject to this interlocutory 
Dusiness, the learned judge is resuming the hearing of witness 
ions for the remainder of the sittings. ; 





> ‘xs pay (Saturday) will be the ninth of the days appointed by 
Mr. Justice Kexewrcn for the bearing in court of Manchester and 
j 1 District Registry cases. We are unable to discover that the 
ei heard during those days have averaged more than one a day. 
This is truly a great result from all the trouble which has been 
"taken to accommodate district registry suitors. 


I 
a: 





| Mex. Jvsrice Kexewicu, who has established a well-deserved 
| reputation for rapidity in clearing off his list, has at last 
"@neountered his match in a dispute between two London gas 
pe nies, the hearing of which commenced on, Thursday. A 
; nx of distinguished leaders has taken ground before the 
Tearned judge, with briefs fully loaded with arguments, and sup- 
od by a small army of juniors; and the present intention of 

the force appears to be to keep up the siege tothe end of the 

mttin gs. 





Ix awnovuncrne, on Monday last, the abandonment of the Land 
“Trenefer Bill, Mr. W. H. Surin is stated to have remarked that it 
Bad been ‘received generally with great interest in the country,” 
and that the Government “‘ had certainly hoped to have passed it 
ito law this session.” It is fortunate for the Government, and 

ll more so for the draftsmen, that this hope has not been realized, 

for the inevitable result of hurrying the measure through this 
eesion would have been to render necessary next session an 
Mending Act, ing to the legal public the imperfections which 
lature consideration and careful examination of the provisions of the 
Zend Transfer Act, 1875, had revealed. We suppose we may take it 
ir granted that when the Bill appears again it will be consolidated 
With such of the provisions of the Act of 1875 as it is thought 


-| case. Lord Justice Fry, in delivering the 





ante, p. 622; and althou 
ground for the doubt, it is 
should be left for it. The 
course which is to be taken 
venture to repeat again the 
= oo made by 
ociety, that the most satisfactory 
Bill, RA good time before its introd: 
committee of conveyancing counsel 
little good in sending round the 
busy members of the ion ; 
of these individuals, bound 
provisions of the draft. 





Ong micut HAVE supposeD that Re Morritt (35 W. R. 
0 AD. 20 5. Seams, ante, p. z8T), inp, Gonos: Sat 
power of sale co on gees veyancing 
1881, was repugnant to the Bills of Sale Act Amendment 
of 1882, would have rogg A put a stop to th i 
attempting to incorporate mortgage 
whole or any part of the statutory i 
under that er; but it seems 


PEEAERE 


and Lord Justice Bowzn in Watkins v. 

at p. 379), is reported to have said:—‘‘ The 
majority of the court in Ex parte Official Receiver, 
has, we conceive, laid down this rule, that the power. 
by the Conveyancing Act of 1881 does apply toa 
the statutory form, unless where, under 
statutory form to add clauses for the maintenance 
some other provision is introduced which shews that 
sale given by the Act of 1881 is unnecessary ; 
power to seize, with the power of sale which 
such a provision, and accordingly repels the 
statutory power of sale.” statement 
decision in Re Morritt is incorrect. 

138, it was held in that case by the Master of the 
Luyptey, Bowew, and Lopzs, L.JJ., dissentiente 
the power of sale conferred on by 
Act, 1881, was repugnant to the Bills A 
1882, and therefore not 
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gee under a bill of 
udges considering 
after seizure and waitin 
tioned in the Act); the two latter 
sell under a power conferred 
the misconception 
as to the effect of 
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renewal of the cry for the establishment of tribunals of commerce. 
A deputation representing twelve chambers of commerce in the 
West Riding of Yorkshire waited on the Lord Chancellor last week 
to urge this demand, and met with an unusually, and perhaps un- 
e€ a gaa reception. The Lord Chancellor’s observa- 
tions on the change which has been brought about in the present 
metropolitan tribunals for the administration of commercial law 
are of so much interest and importance that they deserve to be 
quoted. He said :— 

** When I first remember Westminster Hall and the City of London I 
believe better tribunals than we had then for the administration of the 
commercial law it was impossible to obtain. You had the first merchants 
of the City ing as jurors, and though they were not called commercial 
jud they were in truth commercial judges. You had the direction of 
the Jaw from the judge, and you had titting in the jury box, as a general 
rule, twelve special jurymen of the City of London, all of them engaged 
in commerce and geuerally persons in a very high position. I do not say 
that that is so now. I quite admit that a change has come over the 
system by reason of an alteration, rightly or wrongly, of the jury system. 
I believe, if the truth were known, the special jurors of the City of 
London, and those like them all over the country, rather complained that 
their time was more occupied than ought to have been, and that the 
—— jury re ought to be somewhat wider than it was. However, 

e fact is as I have stated it; and I quite admit that under the changing 
circumstances it may be necessary to make some alteration of the system.” 


Everyone who knows the facts will admit that there has been a | T€4 


change, though everyone will not admit that it is wholly due to 
the cause mentioned by the Lord Chancellor. Some will say that 
the London sittings at which the results described by him were 
obtained were practically destroyed by the judges after their 
transfer, in 1883, to the Royal Courts. It will be remembered 
tkat it was not until the conference which took place in the early 
part of 1886 between the Lord Chief Justice and several leading 
City solicitors that any reasonable arrangements for the sittings 
were adopted. But no change in the metropolitan courts 
will meet the wishes of the present memorialists. They 
want to have cheap and speedy commercial tribunals at their 
doors. They have the common sense to recognize the necessity 
for the presidency of a lawyer judge, but they insist on his being 
assisted by commercial judges, and they propose that the tribunals 
shall either be, or be connected with, the county courts, and that 
appeals from the decisions of the tribunals shall be allowed on 
questions of law, but not on matters of fact. We thiak that the 
memorialists make a mistake in insisting on commercial judges; 
commercial assessors sitting with a judge would seem to answer 
every reasonable purpose, and would obviate the objection which 
arises at once to a court of one lawyer and two commercial men— 
viz., that the latter would overrule the lawyer on questions of 
law, and so lead to endless appeals. It is useless, however, to 
criticize the proposals until they have taken shape in a Bill intro- 
duced either by the Chamber of Commerce or (as seems not very 
pergee | the Government. The points to be noted are, on the 
one the commercial community are not satisfied with the 
present provision for the settlement of their disputes, and, on the 
other hand, that they are beginning to recognize the reasonableness of 
the objections we and others have for years urged to tribunals 
of commerce unprovided with lawyer judges. 








The Benchers of Lincoln’s-inn entertained on Wednesday afternoon 
600 children of the neighbourhood in the gardens of the inn. Lord 
Ju Cotton was in command of the proceedings, and Mr. Justice Keke- 
wich also attended—we presume ‘“‘for the purpose of trial or hearing 
only” of the entertainments provided for the delectation of the children. 


In the House of Commons, on Tuesday, Mr. Chamberlain asked the 
Secretary to the Board of Trade whether it was a fact that the Govern- 
ment had a a committee to look into the working of the small 

y of the ee Act of 1883; and, if so, whether 
there was any objection to lsying the report of such committee upon the 
table of the House ; and whether the Government at the same time could 
lay upon the table any official information in regard to the working of the 
Act which abolished imprisonment for debt in Scotland. Baron H. de 
Worms said: I presume that the right hon. gentleman refers to a com- 
mittee which was appointed by the Lord Chancellor to consider the 
subject of administration orders under the 122nd section of the Bavk- 
es Ry Aopen and, with tage so tg concurrence, a copy of the 

of committee in question shall be laid on the table if the right 

hon. gentleman will move for it. As regards the latter part of the 
the Board of Trade will communicate with the Lord Advocate 
with a view to obtaining more recent information than 
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TRUSTEES’ MORTGAGE INVESTMENTS, 





Tue judgments aenene in - House of Lords in Learoyd % <q 
Whiteley on Monday are of great importance as apparently N 
‘ ve fre. 


settling the long controversy, to which our columns 


quently borne witness, as to the rule relating to the mein ot 
¥e 


value to be allowed on investments on mortgage by trustees. 


have always contended, and, what is of more imiportatice, Sit # 


James Bacon, when on the bench, considered (He Oot Chal 
W. R. 23), that the so-called ‘‘two-thirds” rule was not a hat 


and fast rule binding on the court. Three or four years ago, in g 4 


somewhat elaborate consideration of the subject, we the 
history of the so-called rule from its first enunciation, or supposed 
enunciation, in a remark made by Lord Cottenham in Stickne y V. 


Sewell (1 My. & Cr. 18), and we attempted to shew that this ~ 


remark had been misapprehended, and that the so-called “rule,” 
if considered as a hard and fast rule, had very little authority to 
support it. That wesso then; but we wrote before Mr. Justice Kay 
had, in Fry v. Tapson (33 W. R. 113), attempted to re-establish, and 
had specially approved, the doctrine in its most stringent form. The 
opinion of the House of Lords on the matter was expressed on 
Monday in the following terms:—‘‘As a general rule, the law 
nired of a trustee no higher degree of diligence in the execution 
of his office than a man of ordinary prudence would exercise in the 
management of his own private affairs. Yet he was not allowed 
the same discretion in investing the moneys of the trust as if he 
were a person sui juris dealing with his own estate. Business 
men of ordinary prudence might, and frequently did, select invest- 
ments which were more or less of a speculative character; but it 
was the duty of a trustee to confine himself to the class of invest. 
ments which were permitted by the trust, and likewise to avoid all 
investments of that class which were attended with hazard. So 
long as he acted in the honest observance of these limitations the 
general rule already stated would apply. The courts of equity had 
indicated and given effect to certain general priaciples for the 
guidance of trustees in lending money upon the security of teal 
estate. Thus if had been laid down that, in the case of ordinary 
agricultural land, the margin ought not to be less than one-thiid 
of its value; whereas in cases where the subject of the security 
derived its value from buildings erected upon the land, or its use 
for trade purposes, the margin ought not to be less than one-half. 
He did not think these had been laid down as hard and fast limits 
up to which trustees would be invariably safe, and beyond which 


they could never he in safety to lend, but as indicating the lowest _ 


margins which, in ordinary circumstances, a careful investor of 
trust funds ought to accept.” This appears to be very much ia 
accordance with our contention, and with Lord Cottenham’s remark 
above referred to, that ‘‘ to advance two-thirds is admitted to be 
within the rule of ordinary prudence.” ’ 
The «question immediately before the court in Whiteley v. 
Learoyd, however, related to another matter connected with 
trustees’ investments on mortgage. An advance was made 
by trustees on mortgage of a freehold brickyard, buildings, aad 
machinery, and about ten acres of land containing beds of clay 
and coal. The property was reported on by an experienced sur- 
veyor before the mortgage was taken, who stated that he considered 
it a good security for £3,500, and there was evidence that the 
mortgagors had given £6,000 for the property, and had spent 
£3,000 upon it before the date of the mortgage. Vice-Chancellor 
Bacon held (34 W. R. 450) that, although the money was lent on 
the security of freehold land and buildings, the advance was, in fact, 
on the security of a trade, and that it was not an advance on ‘‘ real 
securities ’’ within the provisions of an investment clause. We 
ventured to question this decision at the time; and the Court of 
Appeal subsequently held (30 Soxtcrrors’ Jovrnat, 672) that the 
advance was on a “real security” within the investment clause ; 
but they considered that the trustees had not sufficiently looked or 
inquired into the details of the valuer’s report, and that in acting 
upon it without inquiry or investigation they had not exercised 
the care which an ordinarily prudent man of business would have 
exercised ; and therefore the court made them responsible for the 
investment. The House of Lords affirmed this decision, Lord 
Watson, who delivered the leading judgment, saying that :—‘ It 
appeared that the appellants had no information regarding the 
= mortgaged except what was contained in the report of 
ir valuer. 
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_ gs slender of ordinary prudence would have ventured to act upon. 


Tt disclosed the fact that there were only ten acres of land, and 
that a not inconsiderable portion of the subjects consisted of 
puildings and fixed machinery used for Velshanckcings But it did 
pot state either the aggregate value of the subjects or the e 
values of the land, the buildings, and the machinery. It did, no 
doubt, contain the statement that the valuer thought the land, 
premises, and freehold fixtures would afford security for 
£3,500; but trustees who chose to act upon such an opinion must 
take the risk of the security proving insufficient.” 

The result of the decision is that to the three rules laid down by Mr. 
Justice Kay in Fry v. Tapson—viz., (1) that the valuer employed 
by trustees must be a surveyor having local knowledge ; (2) that he 
must be selected by the trustees and not by their solicitor; and 
(3) that he must not be recommended or erenge by the other 
side in the transaction—there must be added a fourth—viz., ) 
that the valuer must not content himself with stating that the 
property is a good security for the sum proposed to be advanced, 
but must state all details bearing on its ale as a security ; and 
the trustees must exercise such an independent judgment on the 
report as an ordinarily prudent man of business would exercise 
when lending his own money. 








REMISSION OF ACTIONS OF TORT TO THE 
COUNTY COURT. 


II. 


Ir is unfortunate that Garnett v. Bradley should apparently have 
been the only authority brought to the attention of the courts in 
Stokes v. Stokes. There are several other cases which, we think, 
might have been cited with advantage, which, if cited, would, we 
believe, have led to a different result. Thus, in Parsons v. Tinli 

(2C. P. D. 119) a divisional court (Lord Coleridge, 0.J., an 

Grove, J.) anticipated the view of Lord Blackburn that section 67 
restricts the operation of the county court provisions to actions in 
which the relief sought could have been originally granted in the 
county court. A somewhat similar view is involved in the recent 
case of Saywaod v. Cross (33 W. R. 135, 14 Q. B. D. 53), where it 
was held by Mathew and Smith, JJ., that a plaintiff who claimed 
£200 but only recovered £20 damages in an action for breach of 
promise of marriage was entitled to costs on the High Court 
scale, on the ground that R. 8. C., 1883, ord. 65, r. 12, 
only restricts costs to the county court scale where an 
action of contract ceuld have been originally commenced in 
the county court. None of the foregoing cases deal directly 
with section 10 of the County Court Act. It is otherwise 
with Chatfield v. Sedgwick (27 W. R. 790, 4 C. P. D. 459), to 
which we may next refer. In that, case an action was brought to 
recover £57 10s., balance for work done and money lent. The defend- 
ant set up a counter-claim for certain moneys pi from the plain - 
tiff. The action was referred to the certificate of a master, costs to 
abide the event. The master certified that £16 1s. 5d. was due on 
the claim and £23 on the counter-claim; and that there was thus 
a balance of £6 18s. 7d. due to the defendant from the 
plaintiff, whom he directed to pay the costs. The master 
having taxed the defendant’s costs of the action, the plaintiff con- 
tended that he was entitled to the costs of the action, as he 
could not have sued for the amount claimed in the county court. In 
giving judgment dismissing the plaintiff's appeal, Jessel, M.R., said : 
—‘‘The argument of the appellant is, that if a plaintiff, by his 
writ, claims a sum exceeding £50, the 67th section of the Judica- 
ture Act, 1873, does not apply. That section provides that ‘the 
provisions contained in the 5th, 7th, 8th, and 10th sections of the 
County Court Act, 1867, shall apply to all actions commenced or 
pending in the said High Court of Justice in which any relief is 
sought which can be given in a county court.’ In my opinion this 
means where relief is sought of a kind which can be given by the 
county court, and does not mean where relief is sought only of such 
an amount as could be given by a county court.” From this 
passage it is evident that the - Master vent at understood 
section 67 in a limiting sense, and it is much to be regretted 
that this case should not have been beongnt before the courts 
in Stokes y. Stokes. No doubt it may be 


Sir George Jessel does not interpret section 67 in an 


that | where land has been 





absolutely limiting sense, and it may, therefore, be 

his interpretation is not on that very account open to ca 
ap to us that an uate answer may be an 
objection. In the case of an action where the amount claimed is 
alone beyond the jurisdiction, some of the relief sought may origin- 
ally be granted in the pine wskl action 
where the claim is in its nature beyond part 
the relief sought can originally be granted 
the former case does, the latter does not, fall within the wording 
‘‘any relief ” in section 67. In Stooke v. 

5 Q. B. D. 577) it was contended that 
extending section 5 of the County Court Act, 1867, so as to depri 
a plaintiff of costs in an action of contract in which the amo’ 
covered was between £20 and £50. In refusing to accept this 


tion 67 :—* The purpose and effect of . 
had reference to the nature Se iy aaptco Dads gllmay wl e. ~5 
. . + The intention and effect of the enactment was to i 
a uniform rule as to all cases in which a concurrent jurisdiction 
was exercised by the county court” (29 W. R. 54, 5 Q. B. D. 578). 
This last expression is significant ; in Sampson v. Mackay (17 W. R. 
883, 4 Q. B. 643) it had been held, before the J Acts 
came into force, section 5 of the County Court Act, 1867, 
deprived a plaintiff of costs who recovered less than £10 in an 
action of slander; it would seem as if the late Chief Justice had 
such a case in contemplation on the above occasion, 

From the foregoing inquiry. we submit that the true i 
tion of section 67 of the Judicature Act, 1873, is to limit, not—as 
decided in Stokes v. S‘okee—to amplify, the operation of the 
provisions of the County Court Act, 1867. We submit that, prior 
to the Judicature Acts, the appli of those ions to cases 
in which the county court no original involved a 
number of gross anomalies, of which it was the object of section 67 
to get rid. Finally, we submit any reason i 
may have had for excluding actions for malicious prosecution, libel, 
slander, breach of promise of marriage, or seduction in section 58 
of the County Court Act, 1846, from the original cognizance of a 
county court, obtains with equal force for excluding such actions 
from being made the subject of trausfer to such court ; and on all 
these grounds we submit that the decisions in Stokes v. Stokes ate 
unsound in law. 








REGISTRATION UNDER THE LAND TRANSFER BILL. 


Tu1s Bill is to be withdrawn, but the subject will, no doubt, be re- 
vived next year. The following remarks on the latest edition (as 
brought from the House of Loris) may not be I have 
endeavoured to restrict them to points not dealt with in the many 
previous able criticisms which have appeared. 


I.—ComPULsion. 

The form of ee ee - in clause - cs ompens Sones be 
happily chosen. un conveyance is to only as @ 
ris amy and is to confer no right ‘except the right of enforcing the 
contract.”” The question arises, What sort of a contract is it to 
operate as? Is it intended that it shall operate as a contract to con- 
vey according to its tenor? If so, why is it not so declared? Such 
a clause must have led to considerable litigation to ascertain its 
meaning. The addition “and the costs of such a conveyance shall 
not be allowed on taxation” seems to shew that the draftsman o: 
Bill had no confidence in the previous of the clause, as he 
condescends now to the triviality of the of costs. If a solicitor 
honestly advise a client to convey without ing, and the advice 
be , why is he not to be for his work? An Act 
ment cannot force people to dishonest, and, doubtless, 
client would pay notwithstanding. 


II. —CoMPENSATION. 

The Bill adopts the of a guaranteed title with compensa- . 
tion to persons inj by its operation. ee ae eee 
of this kind must be done if dormant rights are not to be 
wholesale or enormous expense to be thrown on the 

Should be ha 


landowner. compensation to him whose 
been ignored or overridden, or to Bim wow le ba bown goarantnd 


The Bill, following the conclusions by Bar 
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between urban and rural property, and, in the latter case, to restore 

the land. The argument for this course is strengthened by the con- 

sideration that it is to the latter, for the most part, that the owner 

attaches a fancy value from its amenities or ancestral or historical 

associations, whereas urban sites are principally valued for their 

renal eligibility. Where property is of a mixed character a 
ion should be given to the tribunal. 

Com tion is to be given in cases of fraud or forgery, or the 
error of the Land Transfer Board. Such an error could not arise, it 
is apprehended, if the board conforms to the Act and the rules pre- 
scribed. A loss might, however, occur from the working of the Act 
itself, especially having regard to Part III. relating to confirmations 
of title, simply from a dormant claim having been overlooked. Such 
& loss should be a subject of compensation. 


ITI.—INSURANCE. 


Whether a premium of insurance should be charged to cover claims 
for compensation has not, I think, been discussed in connection with 
the t heavy ad valorem duties on conveyances, mortgages, &c. 
If it be intended to free registered dealings from these imposts, the 
proposed premiums of insurance would be small in comparison, but, 
if otherwise, those duties should be deemed to cover insurance. 


IV.—CoNFIRMATION OF TITLE. 

These provisions, fortunately optional, were singularly ill-conceived. 
The proprietor desiring to have a possessory title confirmed as abso- 
lute, was to advertise once a year in the ‘ prescribed” newspapers 
for no less than five years, and to serve notice on all incumbrancers, 
and every person who had lodged a caution, or whom the board 

ight direct ; and this twice over, first immediately after his applica- 
tion, and again after the expiration of the five years, and any of 
these persons was to be enabled to come forward and litigate. What 
an opportunity for bogus claimants and blackmailers! No landowner 
with a sound title would dream of availing himself of this part of the 
Act, but one with a shaky title might do so as he might thereby 
clear it. These proposals combine a maximum of inconvenience and 
ex: with a minimum of safety. 

@ object desired would be secured far more safely and economi- 
cally by enabling pon Basen to cot | pr which, under the 
present practice, a willi urchaser would be advised to accept as 
a safe holding title. es . 


V.—ADVERSE PossEssIon. 

Section 21 of the Act of 1875 is not proposed to be repealed. A 
registered proprietor, therefore, is to have a title from which no 
length of adverse possession can derogate, and this after the 
minister —— for the Bill, some few months since, assured the 
public that his scheme was to be based on the policy of shortening the 
period of limitation. This period, no doubt, is proposed to be 
shortened as against a claimant for compensation, whose rights have 
been ignored or overridden, yet abolished altogether in favour of a 
regi owner. This partiality is as strange as it is unjustifiable. 

t would be well that those upon whose advice and experience 
Parliament must necessarily rely would make up their minds 
decisively whether there is to be a term of limitation in t of 
land adversely held at all; and, if so, what the period should be if 
different terms are to be fixed in reference either to the character of 
the propert7, right, or claim, or to the nature of the ownership; that 
they te able to give intelligible reasons for such differences and 
for giving privileges to one set of owners which they decline to offer 
to a less favoured category. 

Grecory W. BYRNE. 








REVIEWS. 
VOLUNTARY DISPOSITIONS OF PROPERTY. 


A TREATISE ON THE STATUTES OF ELIZABETH AGAINST FRAUDULENT 
CONVEYANCES; THE Britis or Sate Acts, 1878 AND 1882, AND 
THE Law or VotvunTary Dispositions or Property. By the 
late H. W. May, B.A. Szconp Epition. By 8. W. WorTHING- 
Ton, M.A.,Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


In this second edition of a useful book the editor says :—‘‘ No pains 
have been to make the revision of this book as perfect as 
to include every case which may appear to bear upon 
its subject-matter, so as to make it a complete and trustworthy book 

subjects of which it treats.” After a careful perusal of the 
book we that this statement is nearly correct, as the only cases 
which are omitted occur in the early reports, For example, in dis- 


i 


cussing the question as to how far a donor has a locus itentie in 
the case of an incomy ift, Lyte v. Perry (Dy. 49a); and in dis- 
of chattels actual delivery to the donee, the 


Wardens of the Minor Brothers of London (11 H, 4 31) 


————= 


breach than the observance, for writers of text-books to neglect black- 
the ottter hes ped th ple, too often forgotten by 

The editor e principle, re) orgo even 
judges, that ‘‘a a ace only binde the beneficial interest of the 
debtor in the lands over which he has a bond fide disposing power, . . . 
the judgment is only made a charge on what was at the time really 
the property of the debtor” (p. 226). ‘‘It must therefore be taken 
as settled that a judgment creditor is not a haser within the 
meaning of the statute 27 Eliz. c. 4, and that the statutes 1 & 2 Vict, 
c. 110, s. 13, and 27 & 28 Vict. c. 112 have not altered his position in 
this respect” (p. 227). , ; 

We are particularly pleased with the discussion of the Bills of Sales 
Acta (p. 135, e 2e4-) which is a valuable addition to the literature 
on this intricate subj ) 
the form in the schedule annexed to the Act,” the editor says :— 
‘The bill of sale may diverge substantially from that form in either 
of the two following ways, and in each such case is void. It may 
thereby have a leat consequence or effect either greater or smaller 
than that which would attach to it in-the prescribed form. It 
may also thereby depart from that form in a manner calculated to 
mislead the borrower. Whatever form the bill of sale takes, the 
form adopted by it, in order to be valid, must produce not merely 
the like effect, but the same effect—that is to say, the legal effect, the 
whole legal effect, and nothing but the | effect, which it would 
produce if cast in the exact mould of the schedule ” (p. 139). 

Hall v. Comfort (35 W. R. 48, 18 Q. B.D. 11), which must have 
been reported after the book was printed, decides that an attorn- 
ment clause contained in a mort by demise is not rendered void 
by the Bills of Sule Acts, and ought to be noted up at p. 140. We 
think it is only right to state, however, that the general opinion of the 
profession is that the decision in Hall v. Comfort is of very doubtful 
authority, and that, if the reasons given in the peenet are correct, 
it will not be very difficult to evade the bills of Sale Acts. We agree, 
however, in the conclusion of our author at page 140, advanced by him 
with pardonable hesitation, ‘‘ that if the true intention of the mort- 
gage is not to create a bill of sale, the whole deed will not be avoided 
simply because, gud a particular clause in itnot being part of its real 
purport and intention, the mortgage deed required registration.” 

The treatment of “marriage consideration” and of the intricate 


Weare not aware of any treatise containing so full a discussion of the 
latter questions as is contained in this book, 

In conclusion, we can heartily recommend this book to our readers, 
not only to those who are in large practice, and who merely want a 


leisure to eriter upon a systematic study of our law. 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


A Digest oF THE Law oF LIBEL AND SLANDER. By W. BLAKE 
Opvcers, M.A., LLD., Barrister-at-Law. SEcoND EDITION. 
Stevens & Sons. 


The first edition of this book, which appeared in 1881, has well 
stood the test of time, and has come to be accepted as a full, accurate, 
and satisfactory guide upon its subject, and, inasmuch as the author 
adopted the comparatively new and bold form of ‘‘ stating the law 
on each point in the form of an abstract proposition, citing the de- 
cided cases in smaller type merely as illustrations of that abstract 
proposition,” he may be considered to have achieved a more than 
ordinary success. 

Since the ap ce of the first edition the statute law has 
been altered by the Newspaper Act of 1881; the Rules of 1883 
have much modified the practice, and the case law has been 
supplemented by any decisions, of which those bearing on blas- 
phemy, the rights of married women (see, ¢.g., Seroka v. Kattenburg, 


W. R. 482), and the liability for libelling the dead (see, ¢.g., Heg. v. 
Labouchere, 32 W. R. 861) are the best known. In these and other 

ints Mr. Odgers has fully (sometimes perhaps too fully) brought bis 

k up to date, referring, for instance, to a case so recent as Spokes 
v, Spokes ecided only on the 2nd of June. His comments 
on the Newspaper Act, however, though very good in sub- 
stance, do not quite satisfy us in point of form, as he prints the 
Act section by section twice over, once with notes in the text 
and once without them in the Appendix. The chapter on blasphemy 
has, of course, been very much expanded, and Mr. Odgers com- 
mits himself to the proposition (see p. 442) that ‘‘ honest error is 
no crime in this country, so long as its advocacy be rational 
and di i ,” and although he distinguishes very properly 
between a and y, and half shelters himself under 
the robe Coleridge (see p. 467), we cannot but think that, 
looking to the terms of the Blasphemy Act (9 Will. 3, o. 35), this 








expression goes too far, and that, though it may be a right exposi- 
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might have been cited with advantage. We can hardly blame the — 
editor for this omission, as it is the custom, more honoured in the | 


ect. In discussing what is ‘‘in accordance with — 


questions that occur in ‘‘ gifis inter vivos” deserves much praise. © 


classified list of cases, but to those who have both the desire and the: 


34 W. R. 542), criminal informations (see, ¢.g., Yates v. Reg., 33 ~ 
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tion of the common law, it is incorrect as expressing the law 
generally, inasmuch as the statute punishes heretical writing or 
“advised speaking” on the part of an apostate with deprivation 
of all offices upon a first conviction, and with three years’ imprison- 
ment upon a second conviction. In connection with this branch of 
the subject the summing up of Lord Coleridge in Reg. v. Ramsay and 
Foote is printed at length, and some very peed suggestions are given 
as to how far an amendment of the law should 

With regard -to libelling the dead, we should tuewe been _-> 
have been told more about Reg. v. Ensor, in which Mr. Justice Stephen 
ruled at Cardiff in February last that a libel on the dead is not 
criminal unless it can be proved to have caused injury or annoyance 
to the living, and laid it down, according to the Times report, 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


WATSON v. STRICKLAND & SONS—C. A. No.1, Ist August. 


But or Sate—Payment or Inrsnest on Morrcacss on Passes 
WHERE THE Goops Akzs—Morteacs Dzgp To sz THE Property oF THE 
Mortcacer on Dest BEING PAID orr—Vatipity or—Biuis or Sate 
Act, 1882, s. 9—-Form m Scuzpuzs. 

Interpleader issue, in which the 
the execution debtor, certain 

The bill of sale, which was given as secarity for a 

pater woty B panty to pay all ry we ties a begs: paeser soe 


“broadly, that to libel the dead is not an offence known to our | the 


law.” This case is three times referred to by Mr. Odgers, but 
nowhere does he state the effect of it. 

Both the Rules of the Supreme Court and the County Court 
Rules bearing on the subject are very properly inserted; 
but we think the author has gone too far in noticing points 
of general practice, such as motion for new trial (seep. 581) 
and the like. It is a pity to weaken a good book by the in- 
troduction of extraneous matter. In this and other directions, as 
considerable enlargement was a matter of necessity, it would have 
been well to exercise a little self-restraint, but, speaking penerally, 
the book continues a very good one, indeed, perhaps, one of the best 
in the hands of the profession upon any subject. We are glad to find 
that references are still supplied to all the current reports, and that 
the index and table of cases appear to have had as much labour in 
proportion spent_upon them as the text. 





CHIEF RENTS. 


Toe Law or REnNTs, WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO THE SALE OF 
LAND IN CONSIDERATION OF A RENT-CHARGE OR CHIEF RENT. 
By W. A. Corrncer, Barrister at-Law, and J. E. CRAwFrorD 
Munro, LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. William Clowes & Sons 
(Limited). 

This is a very copious and elaborate treatise on the law relating to 
the so-called chief rents which prevail so extensively in Lancashire. 
The principles relating to the alienation of land in consideration of a 
rent-charge are carefully stated, and the cases and authorities are 
collected with great industry. The precedents given at the close of 
the book embrace a very extensive collection of forms of agreements, 
conveyances,, mort , releases, and other dealings with chief 
rents, As regards its special subject, indeed, the book is exhaustive 
in design and treatment, and should prove of great and constant 
value to Lancashire practitioners, and of considerable assistance to 
conveyancers elsewhere who occasionally come across chief-rent 
property. The statements of cases we have checked we have found 
accurate, though occasionally somewhat too diffuse. It is to be 
remembered, however, that the book is no doubt intended for the 
use, among others, of practitioners who have no} extensive law 
libraries at d. There is, we think, throughout the book a lack 
cf terseness; some want of proportion between the space allotted 
and the importance of the subjects, and too much tendency to 
travel into collateral subjects. We quite appreciate the difficulty 
of drawing the line as to how far the law relating to tent services 
should be treated, but we cannot agree in the advisability of going 
so fully into it as the authors have done. We think that there are 
here the materials for an excellont book on chief rents, but they seem 


to us to want ‘‘ boiling down,” with a considerable proportion of the |- 


present contents left out. 








It is stated that at the Taunton Police-court on Wednesday a case was 
called on in which the mayor, who presided, was a witness, and the pro- 
secuting solicitor declined oo peeaeee unless his worship withdrew 
the bench. The mayor refused, and the case was ultimately adjourned to 
enable the Home Secretary to be communicated with. 


At the Stafford Assizes a diepute which had arisen between a coroner and 
his jury came before Mr. Justice Grantham for decision. Atan inquest held 
at Tunstall to inquire into the death of a man who had been killed in the 
Clanway Oolliery the jury gave a verdict that the occurrence was acci- 
dental, aes at the same time their opinion that a stricter - 
vision by the manager of the mine was required. The coroner t 
incorporate this rider in the inquisition, and as the jury, on the other 
hand, declining to sign the inquisition unless the rider was included, the 
coroner bound them over to appear at the arsizes and their con 
duct. The learned judge expressed his opinion that, 
the coroner was right in the view he took that the verdict should be pre 
cise. At the same time, riders to a verdict were often very and 
there no reason why this rider should not have been added. The 
best course would be for the jury to find the verdict itself and sign it, and 
then on the same paper, lower down, to add their rider and sign that too. 


The bill of sale was therefore void.—Counszt, ; EB. Tindal Atkinson 
and C. Lacy Smith, Soxtcrrors, Marsden § Son ; Dod, Longs ¢ Co. 


REYNOLDS v. COLEMAN-—O. A. No. 2, 30th July. 


R. 8. C., 1883, XI., 1 (s.)—Szevicz ovr or Junispicrrion—Braeacu or 
OonTeRacT TO BE RMED WITHIN THE JURISDICTION. 


A question arose in this case as to the validity of the service of a notice of 
the writ on the defendant out of the jurisdiction. Rule 1 of order 11 provides 
that “‘ service out of the jurisdiction of a writ of summons or notice of a 
writ of summons may be allowed by the court or a j wherever (inéer 
Se Se founded on any breach or breach within the 
jurisdiction of —— wherever made, which, 
thereof, ought to def 
ant is domiciled or ordinarily resident in Svotland or Ireland.” The 
plaintiff in the present case wes See ees the defendant was 
a domiciled American resident in the United States. The action was 


brought to enforce the specific ormance of a contract by the defend- 
ant to transfer to the plaintiff some fully -up shares in a company 
whose office was in England. contract was made 


England, andes y coe Bye 
peslonsnne Ba England. A notice 
served on the defendant in America. ie Stel as See Oe Senne 


the plaintiff obtained judgment for specific performance by 
defendant afterwards eas ae the order for service out of the 
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sequently, the rule applied, and the service was good.—OovnsaL, 
a S. Dickinson ; Marten, Q.0., and Bramwell Davis. Soxxcrrons, 
Francis § Johnson ; Slade Munk, 
Re ARDEN—C, A. No. 2, Ist August. 
Apporntwgnt or New Trusress—Evipence or Frrvass—Oosrs. 


for the appointment of a new trustee. 
Tyo aida af thee of the propio new trustee were filed. 


according to its terms, to be performed within the jurisdiction.’ 
u 
0. 
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Re CLARKE, COOMBE v. CARTER—C. A. No. 2, 3rd August. 


Mortroacr—Assicnment or Arrsr-Acauirep OCsatrers—UNcERTAINTY— 
Spxrciric Perrormance—Drvisi»te Contract. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kay, J. (35 Ch. D. 109, ante, p. 
302). The question was whether a mortgage contained a valid charge 
upon a legacy which came to the mortgagor several years after the execu- 
tion of the mortgage deed. By a deed dated the 18th of January, 1876, 
H., in consideration of £300 then lent to him, assigned to the mortgagees 
‘all the household goods, and also all the live and dead farming stock, 
tenant's rights and interests of the mortgagor of, in, or upon any farm 
now held, or which during this security may be held, by the mortgagor ; 
also all real and personal estate to which the mortgagor shall become 
entitled under the will of his father; also all moneys of or to which he 
now is, or may during this security become, entitled under any settlement, 
will, or other document, either in his own right, or as the devisee, legatee, 
or next of kin of his father, or any other person or persons.’ In April, 
1881, H. filed a liquidation petition, and all his property became vested in 
a trustee appointed by his creditors. On September 13, 1884, a testator, 
not the mortgagor's father, died, under whose will H. became entitled to 
a share of his residuary ogee The question was whether this share 
was bound by the mortgage. Kay, J., held that it was. 

Tue Covrtr or Arrzat (Corton, Bowzn, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the 
decision. Corrox, L.J., said it was clear that at law the assignment 
would not pass any future property of the assignor, though it might be 
enforced in equity as a contract to assign future property when that pro- 
perty should fall into possession. The principle on which assignments of 
non-existent property were made effectual in equity must be this—that 
there was a contract of which a court of equity would enforce specific 
performance, and this was so laid down by Lord Westbury in Holroyd v. 
Marshall (10 H. L. Cas. 191). As a general rule a court of equity would not 
specifically enforce a purely executory contract for the purchase and sale 
of goods, because damages would be a sufficient compensation for any 
loss from a breach of the contract. It was different in the case of 
a contract for the sale of real estate. But in the present case the money 
had been already paid by the mortgagee, and the mortgagor, who had 
got the money, had got it on the faith of an assignment which went 
farther then the law would allow. The contract must be one of sucha 
nature that a court of equity would enforce the specific performance of it. 
There yy cases in which it would be impossible for the court to 
identify the particular property, and then the contract would be open to 
the objection of vagueness. Some vagueness was necessarily incident to a 
contract to assign future chattels. But this would be no objection if the 
property was capable of being sufficiently identified at the time when the 
contract was to be performed. There might be a contract to assign 
future property expressed in such wide terms that it would be wrong to 
enforce it against the assignor, because it would deprive him of the means 
of paying his creditors, and would be open to the objection established by 
the law of bankruptcy to assignments of the whole of a man’s property to 
ene creditor. That was so in Re D’Epinewil (20 Ch. D. 758). The con- 
tract in the present case was a divisible one. There might be some 
general words in the deed so wide that the court would not enforce them. 
But the court had now to deal with the clause which related to moneys 
coming to the m r as a legatee. In his lordship’s opinion that 
clause was not to gencral in its terms ; it did not deal with the whole of 
the ‘pudodar Property, but only with that which might come to him 
ins way. as the clause too vague? The vagueness must be 
one which was not capable of being removed at the time when the con- 
tract was to be ormed. In the present case the property was as 
capable of being identified as almost any kind of property. The decisions 
as to covenants in marriage settlements to settle future property of the 
wife were in point. Such covenants, no doubt, were not open to the 
objection that they included all the property of the wife, but it would be 
impossible to say that words which would not be too vague if they were 
Contained in a covenant in a marriage settlement would be too vague if 

in a covenant in a mortga The present case was very 
like Bennett ¥. Cooper (9 Beav. 252), in which a similar contract was en- 
forced. In his lordship’s opinion, the Court of Exchequer Chamber, in 
Belding v. Read (3H. & C. 955), were wrong in their construction of the 
covenant then in question, and he had expressed this opinion in Clements v. 
Matthews (11 Q. B. D. 808). The Official Receiver v. Tailby (18 Q. B. D. 25) 
was different from the present case. There the assignment was of future 
book debts. Here the assignment was of property which was capable of 
being identified. Whatever might have been the ground of the decision 
in that case, which was not very apparent from the judgments, it did not 
cover the present case. Bowen and Fry, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsz., 
Begg ; Byrne ; Yate Lee, Sorscrrons, Duffield ¢ Bruty ; Paterson, Snow, § 
Co. ; Storey § Cowland. 


ARNOTT v. HAYES—C. A. No. 2, 29th July. 
Bawxen’s Booxs—Ixsrzction—Party ro Proceepinos—Ex PARTE OnpER 
—Bawxens Booxs Evrpence Acr, 1879 (42 & 43 Vicr. c. 11), s. 7. 

A question arose in this case as to the effect of section 7 of the Bankers’ 
Books Evidence Act, 1879, which provides that, ‘‘ on the application of any 
— to a legal proceeding, a court or judge may order that such part 

at liberty to inspect and take copies of any entries in a banker’s boo 
for any of the of such proceedings.” The action was brought 

the of a contract to take shares in a company, and the 


tor 

plaintiff alleged that sums paid by him had, in fact, been propriated 

the defendant B., who had ax aoodank at the Royal Bachan e Sank, 
where the company also had an account. The plaintiff obtaine an order | 





at chambers, ex parte and without filing any affidavits, for liberty toin. 


spect the accounts of B.and of the company. B. and the or 
to rescind the order, on the grounds that section 7 did not app 
the person whose account it was desired to inspect was a party to pro- 
ings, and that the order should not have been made ex parte and 
without affidavits. Kekewich, J., refused the motion, but limited the 
inspection to the period beginning with the formation of the company, 
‘I'we Court or Appgat (Uorron, Bowes, and Fay, L.JJ.) affirmed the 
decision. Oorroy, L.J., said that it would, no doubt, be better in general 
that such orders should only be made on notice ; but it was clear that the 
Act allowed the order to be made ex parte. The word ‘‘party’’ was not 
limited to a party to an action, but it included it, and could not be re. 
stricted to a third person, In some cases an affidavit ought to be required 
to shew that the inspection would be material, but it appeared irom the 
pleadings in the present case that the inspection would be material. If 
there were any allegation that the inspection was sought not honestly, 
but for some indirect object, the court should require an affidavit. The 
issue in the action was whether the defendant B. did or did not appro- 
priate money which ought to have gone to the company, and his banking 
account was clearly most material to the plaintiff directly for the purposes 
of the action. The primary object of the Act was to enable evidence to 
be given at the of material matters, though it might be applied to 
other cases. It took away the power of summoning a banker to produce 
his books at a trial, and in that respect it was for the relief of bankers, 
The Act enabled copies of entries in kers’ books to be taken and given 
iu evidence. Obviously a suitor could not tell what entries to copy 
without inepoetng the books. The Act, therefore, clearly gave to suitors 
an enlarged power of investigation, a right of iospection which they 
would not previously have had until the books had been produced and put 
in evidence. It had been urged that this would, in effect, give the suite, 
a greater right of discovery, but discovery was the getting something in 
aid of a suitor’s case from his opponent. The Act enabled a suitor to 
examine bankers’ books that he might see what entries should be given in 
evidence. The power should be used only for the purpose of proceedings, 
and the judge should be careful not to give too large a power of inspec- 


moved — 
when , is 


tion, and should limit it to that period of the account which was material . 


in the procecdings. In the present case the court had come to the con- 
clusion that they could not, without defeating the object of the Act and 
without doing injustice, fix any further limit than Kekewich, J., had 
done. Bowen, L.J., said that, before the Rankers’ Books Evidence Act, 
1876 (for which the Act of 1879 was substituted), there was no power of 
discovery from a bank, except by an order to examine the persons who had 
made the entries in the books of the bank, and to produce the books, 
That could be done under the Common Law Procedure Act before the 
trial ; but it was a cumbrous process, and was not in practice resorted to, 
The practice was to subpena at the trial the person who had made the 
entries, and then he produced the books and referred to them to refresh his 
memory. The primary object of the Act was to facilitate evidence at the 


trial. It was not necessary to say whether it might be used to obtain © 


inspection where a right to discovery would have existed if the books had 


been in the defendant’s possession ; the primary object was tosave bankers © 


trouble. 
suitor should look at the books and see what he wanted, and, therefore, it 
was neces to give an extended power of inspection. The judge ought, 
therefore, to be carefal to limit as closely as possible the extent of the power 
of inspection. It was impossible to say that the order of Kekewich, J., had 


In order to get copies of the entries it was necéssary that the 


given more than was necessary for the gee of the issue at the — 


trial, which was whether or not there had 


m fraud during the period ~ 


to which the inspection was limited. Fry, L.J., concurred. The word 3 


‘* party ’’ included a party to the action, although the argument had been 
that the word meant every person who was not a party. It was. to be 
observed that the second recital in the preamble to the Act of 1876 said 
that it was expedient to facilitate the proof of the transactions recorded in 
bankers’ ledgers and account books. The same motives existed when the 


Act of 1879 was passed, and it was clearly one of its objects to give an ~ 


increased 
phreys ; 
Beall § Co. 


wer of inspection.—OounsgL, Herbert Reed and G. E. Hum- 


CHALLENDER v. ROYLE—C. A. No. 2, 22nd July. 


Parent—Tureats py Parenrez or Lecat Proceepincs—Iniuxcrion— 
Parents, Desicns, anp Trapg-Manxs Act, 1883, s. 32, 


A question arose in this case as to the construction of section 32 of the 
Patents Act of 1883, which provides that :—‘‘ Where any person claiming 
to be the patentee of an invention, by circular, advertisement, or other- 
wize, threatens any other person with any | proceedings or liability 
. respect of any alleged e aaanaie e, or Penge ins -? the inven- 

on, any person or persons aggrieved eby may bring an action 
him, and may obtain an injunction Joell 
threats, and may recover such damage (if any) as may have been sustained 


thereby, if the alleged manufacture, use, sale, or purchase to which the 


threats related was not in fact an infringement of any legal rights of the — 
making such threats. Provided that this section shall not apply if — 


person ing such threate with due a commences and - 
cutes an action for infringement of his patent.” The defendant, Royle, 
was the owner of a patent, granted in 1879, for a ‘‘ tap union,’”’ and ever 
since 1879 he had manufactured and sold the patented article, and until 


recently, as he alleged, he had not been aware of any infringement of his — 
unions not 


patent. In March, 1887, he discovered that a number of ta 
by é ose articles 


were infringements of his patent. These articles were manufactured 
Challender, the plaintiff, who had taken outa patent in 1886, ots 


ainst the continuance of such — 


armington, Q.C., and Swinfen Eady. Soricrrons, Blair ¢ Girling; 
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thereupon, in March, 1887, issued the circular :—‘‘ Royle’s 
Patents.—It having come to our knowl that certain of our patents are 
being infringed—notably, Royle’s Patent Tap Union and Patent Archi- 
medean Egg Beater—we hereby caution our numerous friends against 
purchasing those imitation goods. It cannot be too generally known that 
all parties who handle a patented article, from the maker to the user, 
including also importers, are liable to the patentee. Our patent solicitor 
has instructions to take proceedings against all infringers.’’ This circular 
was aimed at the tap union made by Challender, and was circulated am 
customers of his. In April he wrote to Royle challenging him to take i 
proceedings to restrain the alleged infringement of his patent. On the 
24th of May a person employed by Royle purchased from a company 
called the Manchester Plumbing Co. a tap union manufactured by 
Mhallender, and warned the company that it was an infringement of 
Royle’s patent, and that Royle would pane against them if they con- 
tinued tosellit. On the 15th of June Royle served the company with a 
writ in an action to restrain them from infrin his patent. e writ 
in the present action was issued on the 11th of June, but not served till 
the 16th. By it the plaivtiff claimed an injunction to restrain Royle from 
threatening by circulars or otherwise any person with legal proceedings 
or liability in respect of the manufacture, use, sale, or purchase of the 
plaintiff's tap union. Bristowe, V.C., granted an interlocutory injunction. 
Royle eppealed, and it was argued on his behalf that the above circular 
was not a ‘‘ threat’’ within the meaning of section 32 ; it was only a warning 
tu the public. Section 32 was aimed at a definite threat of legal pro- 
ceedings addressed to an individual in respect of an past infringe- 
ment of a patent. It was not necessary that the ‘‘ action for infringe- 
ment’? mentioned in the proviso at the end of section 32 should be 
brought against the ‘‘ person aggrieved ’’ mentioned in the former part of 
the section ; it was sufficient if it was brought against some other sieges 
infringer, if it raised the same question which would be raised against the 
a on ieved ”’ if he were the defendant. The action against the 
Manchester Plumbing Co. was therefore sufficient to exclude section 32, 
and that action had been commenced with ‘‘ due diligence.” 

Tuz Court or Arrzat (Corron and Bowsn, L.JJ.) reversed the decision 
and dissolved the injunction. Oorron, L.J., said that Halsey v. Brother- 
hood (15 Oh. D. 514) shewed that, but for the Patents Act, the plaintiff 
would have no reasonable ground for his action. The two inventions in 
their mode of appliance and construction were almost alike. Section 32 
contemplated final judgment, and did not refer directty to interlocutory 
proceedings, because it spoke of recovering damages. It was doubtful 
whether the circular was a ‘‘threat’’ within the section, but there had 
been a threat against the Manchester Co., and it was clear that the 
plaintiff was a ‘‘ person aggrieved.’’ The court must be satisfied that the 
article complained of was not an infringement of any legal right of the 
person who made the threat. It was not necessary to say on whom was 
the barden of proof; primd facie it would be on the plaintiff, but he might 
rebut the presumption and shift the burden to the defendant. The ques- 
tion whether the patent of the person who had made the threat was valid 
might come into consideration; for if the patent was invalid there 
could not be ah infringement of a 7 right. His lordsbip differed from 
the opinion to the contrary which Ohitty, J., had intimated in Kuréz v. 
Spence (83 Oh. D. 579). Bristowe, V.C., acting on a ju t of Key, J., 
in Walker v. Clarke (4 Rep. Pat. Oas. 111), had said that it was not neces- 
sary to enter into the question whether there had been any infringement, 
but that it was only necessary to consider the balance of convenience. 
His lordship dissented from that view. It was true that in all applica- 
tions for interlocutory injunctions it was right to consider the balance of 
convenience, but the question was whether the plaintiff had made out. a 
primd facie case, and whether it was probable that he would succeed at the 
hearing. If it were necessary to decide the point in the = case, it 
seemed that the plaintiff had made out a primd facie case, but it was not 
necessary to decide that question, becanse section 32 did not apply by 
reason of the proviso at the end. Just after the tiff had issued his 
writ, but before notice of it had come to the defendant, an action had 
been commenced by him against the Manchester Co., and with due dili- 
gence after the threat. The proviso said that the action should be duly 
prosecuted, but that was a matter in futuro, The Manchester Co. were 
actually selling the articles, and, though the plaintiff had a patent, it did 
not appear that he was actually making and selling them. re was no 
evidence that the action was collusive. If it should not be duly prose- 
cuted —— could be made to the court. To bring the case within 
the proviso there must be an honest action as to the validity or infringe- 
ment of the patent, whichever might be in question, and there was no 
evidence that the action against the Manchester Oo. was not honest or that 
itwould not be duly prosecuted and honestly defended. It was not 
that the action should be brought against the ‘‘ * 
rival patentee was a ‘‘ »” but if he 
licences, and did not make and 
not be biought against him in which 
action must be founded on some act done; it must be honestly brought 
to test the validity or infringement of the patent, and following up a 
threat against some person to whom it was made. Bowsn, L.J., said 
that the threat must not be a mere warning, but a threat of legal pro- 
ceedings or liability in respect of an alleged, not merely A ga 
manufacture of the patented article. Of course a general warning migh 
be issued, and it was important that it should be understood that it did not 


follow that because on the simple grammatical construction of the warnin; 
it applied only to the future, it might not be ble to an 

already done. The court was not g any opinion as to the 
validity of the patent or as to fact of 


Shaw ¢ Tremellen ; Bolton, Robbins, Burk, § Oo. 





—Covnsz1, 
Moulton, Q.0., and &. Hall; Finlay, Q.0., and Bongfeld. Soxscrrors, 





Re GIBBONS’ TRUSTS—Ohitty, J., 3rd August. 
Practice—Costs—Leeacy—Payauext into Covrr. 


In this case, a testator having bequeathed a sum of £10,000 to the 
children living at his death of nine persons the executors paid the 
I into court under the Trustee Relief Act, and, an being 

, it was certified that the eve entitled were thirty in number. 
Upon petition for payment out, it was 
made payable out of the £10,000, and should not be amen oy the residue. 
Jennings v. Ne (10 Ves. 219); Boyeott v. Newman (4 W. R. $ 
Trick’s Trusts (18 W. R. 123, 5 Ch. 170); and Re Birkett (27 W. RB. 164, 
9 Ch. D. 576), were referred to. 

Currry, J., said that the view he took was that the costs must come out 
of the residue as part of the ordinary costs 
opinion the balance of authority was in favour 
wf of an executor to ascertain who were the 
and upon principle there was no distinction the 
taining a question of construction aud thoee of ascertaining the members 
of a s of legatees. It could not be said that executors, by payment 
into court or an ree Se ee the 
residue from 
the residue.—Counset, Romer, Q.0., and Stokes ; Whitehorne, Q.C., and 
Parke ; Methold. Soxrcrrons, Bowlings, Foyer, ¢ Hordern, for Moss ¢ Sharp, 
Cherter; Chester ¢ Co., for Kent, McKenna, § Kent, Liverpool; C. D. 
Woolley. 


Re POWELL BENNETT (DECEASED)—Ohitty, J., 3rd August. 


Practice—OCosts—ADMINISTRATION—Funp 1x Covrt—Perition ror Pay- 
MENT BEFORE FurTHER ConsIDERATION. 


This was an administration action in which, the usual administration 
judgment ha been made, one of the parties interested in a fund in 
court presented, before further consideration, a petition for division of the 
fund, proposing payment out to himself and carrying over of the shares of 


the other parties to 3 
Curry, J., in an order as prayed, said thatit was the settled 
circumstances the petitioner who had come be- 


: 





ractice that under such 
ore the proper time must pay his own costs and the costs of those he had 
ht before the court—that was, must pay the costs of all He, 
therefore, ar ena Wiley yet 8 Fyn | petitioner. 
Counset, Whitehorne, Q.C., and Chas. Mitchell; Fooks, Q.C., and WF. 
Fooks; Romer, QO., and Grosvenor Woods, Soxtcrrons, Mead ¢ Daubeny 
Radcliffes, Cator, § Martineau. 


UNION BANK OF LONDON ». KENT AND OTHERS—Ohitty, J., 3rd 
ugus 
Morreact —Burtpinc AGrEsmentr—L2oat Esrars—Patoniry. 


. 


Tn thie ones the. plotalilie, Same Seeyanenes Sto Seat ent, and 
it was provided by the mortenge rt mortgagors obtain leases 
and mortgage them to the plaintiffs by of demise. tte re 
however, in fread of the mortgage, mortgaged the leases, were 
obtained in their own names to certain of ts. The question 


defendan 

arose whether the defendants, being holders of the legal estate without 
notice, were entitled to pri over the The case of Layard v. 
Maud (15 W R. 897, 4 Eq. 397) was on by the defendants. 
Ourrry, J. that he should not the 
peed cos a t was, not that but 
should obtain the legal estate, the object 
lease or demise should follow, and y 
that there should be no liability on the part of the pl 
lessors. Under euch circumstances it would have been idle for 
laintiffs to have given notice of their to the lessors, who would 

was 


been entitled to have t . The case 
similar to Mumfird v. Sileower fi W. R oss 18 Eq 556), and, in 
hold was 


tecti S aaiass the plain tite prior Th sega —_ 
ro on fe 

, priority of did not some 
fand, priority depend upon notes, although in some 


Ingpen ; Romer, Q.0., ; 
tors, Bolton ¢ Oo. ; Newman, Hays, ¢ Schmettan ; Thomas Bowker. 


Re RHODES, RHODES +. RHODES—North, J., Ind August. 


Presumption or Daatrn—Person nor Hearp or ror Szvaw~ Yraus— 
Oxvs or Provrxe Tra or Daan. 
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that year. If R. was held to have died in 1873, and then to have died a 
bachelor, his next of kin living at his death, assuming that he had died 
on any day in that year, would have been his mother and two of his brothers, 
all of whom had since died. If R. had died on any day between the lst 
of Jan’ and the 3lst of December, 1880 (both days inclusive), and had 
died a r, such next of kin would be the six children of one of his 
deceased brothers. The fund was claimed by the representatives of the 
1873 next of kin, and by the 1880 next of kin. : 
Nortn, J , said that the inquiries had not been answered by the chief 
kk, and there was nothing which enabled the court to say that either 
eet of claimants was entitled to the fund. The persons who would be 
entitled if R. bad died at the beginning of the period of seven years were not 
the same as those who would be entitled if he had died at the end of that 
period, and it was clear also that there was some moment during the 
at which the persons entitled would have been different from those 
who would have been entitled either at the beginning or the end, or, at 
any rate, they would have been entitled in different shares. The persons 
really entitled were those who were the next of kin of R. at the time of 
his death. It was settled by such cases as Re Phene’s Trusts (5 Ch. 139) 
and Re Lewes’ Trusts (6 Ch. 356) that, though a man who had not been 
heard of for seven years was to be presumed to be dead, there was no 
presumption from that fact alone that he had died at one time rather than 
another during the seven years, and that those who made a claim founded 
on his having died at a particular time were bound to prove his death at 


that time. There was no proof of the time at which R. died, and the 
case must go back to the chief clerk for further inquiry.— Counssri, Cozens- 
Hardy, Q.C., and Bardswell ; Joseph Tanner ; B. Eyre. Soxrcrrors, Jaques, 
Layton, § Co. 


Re TOOMER, HUGHES +. BENNETT—North, J., ist August. 
W1u11—Oonsrrvcrion—Parot Evipence ro exprain AmepiGurry—Cosrts. 


The question in this case was whether parol evidence could be admitted 
to explain an ambiguity in a will. The testatrix bequeathed a legacy of 
£500 to “‘The Female Orphan As*.’’ The fourth word in the above 
description was obscurely written in the original will, and it was doubtfu, 
whether it was ‘‘As".” or ‘‘As™.”’ North, J., was of opinion 
after looking at the original will, that the abbreviated word was 
* As™.,”” and that it was a contraction of the word ‘‘ Asylum.’”’ The 
legacy was claimed by two institutions, one called ‘‘The Female Orphan 
Asylum,” whose asylum was situate at Beddington, in Surrey ; the other, 
the Hampshire Female Orphan Asylum, whose asylum was situate at 
Southampton, in which town the testatrix had lived. She had in her life- 
time subscribed to the latter institution. 

North, J., held that there was an ambiguity, and that parol evidence 
was admissible, and on the evidence he held that the Hampshire Female 
— Asylum was intended by the testatrix. 

chief clerk had found that the Beddington Asylum was intended. 
This finding was in accordance with the direction of the judge, given after 
hearing an srgument in chambers by counsel for the two asylums. A 
summons to the certificate was taken out on behalf of the Hampshire 
Asylum. North, J., had ordered the costs of the hearing in chambers to 


ortH, J., said that the parties were entitled to bring the case on before 
hia in chambers as they had done, and they were also entitled to have a 
second argument before him on a summons to vary the certificate, so that 
ht be able to appeal, if they should wish todo so. But he could 
the costs of the second hearing out of the estate. The coste of 
institutions of that hearing must be paid out of the legacy —Counsgt, 
ernon BR. Smith ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Warrington ; C. Browne ; Cook- 
, 2.C., and Byrne ; Rowden; Southall. Soxicrrons, Lovell, Son, § Pit- 
ld ; Cr » Cr , & Prichard ; G. Booth; F. J. ¢ G. J. Braiken- 
ridge ; S. Whitehead. 


Re WILLIAMS, JONES +. WILLIAMS—North, J., 28th July. 


Apursisrzation —Insotvent Estare — Patontry — Orricer or Savincs 
Baxx—Dezst Dve to Bawx—26 & 27 Vicr. c. 87, s. 14—Jupicature Act, 
1875, s. 10—Bawxrvrrcy Act, 1883, ss. 40, 125. 


The question in this case was whether, in the administration of the 
estate of an insolvent intestate, who had been the act of a savings 
bank, the bank were entitled to in respect of a debt due to them 
the intestate. The intestate misappropriated moneys of the bank 
the amount of £30,000. He left assete of the value of about £400. 

Savings Banks Act, 1863 (26 & 27 Vict. c. 87) provides 

death, bankruptcy, or insolvency of an officer of a 
in his bands by virtue of his office moneys or effects 
shall be entitled to be paid out of his assets in 
creditors. Section 40 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
py ed of to 
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wings Banks Act. The 

raised was whether, supposing that the estate of the deceased 
administered in bankruptcy, the priority given to the savings 

Act of 1863 was taken away by section 40 of the Bankruptcy 

. The second question was whether, assuming that there would 
priority in bankruptcy, the be High Court, applied to the adminis- 


ETRLAEE 


of an insolvent estate in the H rt, so as to take away the 
there also, Sectivn 10 of the Judicature Act, 1875, provides that 


i 





in the administration by the High Court of the assets of any person who ~ 
may die insolvent, ‘‘the same rules shall and be observed as to 
respective rights of secured and creditors, and as to 
liabilities provable, and as to the valuation of annuities and future 
contingent liabilities respectively, as may be in force for the time being © 





under the law of bankruptcy with respect to the estates of person, 

adjudged bankrapt.”” Section 125 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, gives to ~ 
creditors of deceased persons, whose estates are insolvent, power to ~ 
obtain administration in bankruptcy, according to the law of bankruptcy, ~ 


either by original petition in ptcy, or, in the case of a 
proceedings for administration in another court, by application to that ~ 
other court to transfer the proceedings into the Court of Bankruptcy. It 
was argued for the trustees of the savings bank that section 40 of 
the Bankruptcy Act did not repeal section 14 of the Savings Banks Act a 
implication, even for the purposes of bankru: administration, & 
that, if it did, the order of _——, prescri by section 40 was not 
imported by section 10 of the Judicature Act, 1875, into an admii a 
by the High Oourt, and that the bank was entitled to the priority given ~ 
by section 14 ofthe Savings Banks Act. On behalf of the administrator it ~ 
was argued that in bankruptcy the priority of the bank was abolished by ~ 
section 40 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, and that, by section 10 of the ~ 
Judicature Act, section 40 of the Bankruptcy Act was introduced into the ~ 
administration of the estates of deceased insolvents by the Chancery © 
Division of the High Court, for otherwise the rights of the creditors of a © 
deceased insolvent would de on the mere accident whether his estate ~ 
was administered in the High Court, or in the Court of Bankruptcy by ~ 
virtue of section 125 of the ee. Act. % 
Norrs, J., held that section 14 of the Savings Banks Act, 1863, was not 
repealed in toto by section 40 of the Bankruptcy Act, but that it was ~ 
rendered inoperative as regards administration in bankruptcy. Either © 
the Legislature intended by section 40 to take as regarded — 
bankruptcy, the priority given by the Savings j 
casus omissus. He could not come to the latter conclusion. And his lord- 
sbip thought that he was bound by the decision of Fry, J., in Re Maggi 
(20 Ch. D. 545), to hold,“that the rules of administration in the Chancery © 
Division were not altered by section 10 of the Judicature Act soasto introduce 
the provisions of section 40 of the Bankru Act. The argument, that © 
it would be anomalous that a different rule should apply acco asanin- © 
solvent estate was administered in the Chancery Division or in the Courtof ~ 
Bankruptcy under section 125 of the Bankru Act, was answered bythe © 
fact that that section gave power to any itor to apply to have the © 
administration transferred to the Oourt of Bankruptcy. He was of © 
opinion that in an administration in the Chancery Division the bank were 
entitled to priority.—-Counszn, Upjohn; Vernon R. Smith. Soxtcrrons, © 
Bell, Brodrick, § Gray ; Smiles, Binyon, § Ollard. * 
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Re MARCUS, MAROUS v. MARCUS—North, J., 2nd August. 


Wit~t—Constuction—Lecacy To Orerxs anp Worxmens— Srx Monrtas’ © 
Furi Savaries’’—Exemptrion raom Legacy Dury—Arrsstixnc Wit- 7 
Ness —D1squaLiricaTion—WiI.is Act, 1837, s. 15. 


A testator, who carried on business without any partner, made the fol- 
lowing bequest :—‘‘ My office and warehouse employés, such as clerks and — 
workmen, shall have to receive six months’ full salaries.” He made two 
codicils to his will, neither of which contained reference tothe above 
gift. Both the codicils were attested bya clerk who was in the testator's — 
employment at the date of his will and up to the time of his death. The © 
question was what employés of the testator were entitled to the benefit of © 
the above gift. Three constructions were suggested—(1) Those who were 
in the a of the testator at the date of his will; (2) those who © 
were in employment at the date of his death; (3) those who were in 
his employment at the date of the will and who so continued up to the © 
time of his death. Another question was whether ‘‘full’’ salaries meant ~ 
that the legacies were to be paid free of legacy duty. There was a | 
further question: whether the clerk who had attested both the codicils © 
was disqualified by section 15 of the Wills Act from receiving the legacy ~ 
to which he would otherwise have been entitled under the above gift? — 

Norrn, J., held that the 8 entitled were those employés who were ~ 
in the testator’s service at the date of his death. If the testator had in- ~ 
tended those persons who were in his employment at the date of his will, © 
nothing wculd have been easier than to mention them by name. There 
might be persons in the testator’s em tt at the date of his will whose ~ 
salaries might, by reason of their con‘ his service, have been ~ 
increased before the time of and the salaries of others might 
incompetence or misconduct, or if - 
flourishing, he might have been com- © 
It seemed absurd to ~ 
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Jones ¥. Henley. His lordship thought that the expression “ full salaries ’’ 


did not exempt the from paying duty. It meant thut the 
salaries were to be calculated without p Bye he deductions by reason 
of either the custom of trade or the illness of the but it was not 
intended to relieve tho legatees from the payment of any » such as 
daty, which the law cast on them. On the authorit Gurney v. 
Gurney (3 Drew. 208) his lordship held that, as the clerk only attested 
the codicils, which had- no reference to the legacies, he was not dis- 
aalified.—Counsat, Farwell; 3B. 8. Ford; Bardewell. Soxscrrons, 
vitchard, Englefield, ¢ Co. 


SAVILE v. COUPER—North, J., 2nd August. 


New Trusters—Arrorntment or Serarats Trustazs ror Parr or 
Trust Prorsrry—Oonverancine Act, 1882, s. 5. 


This case raised a question as to the construction of section 5 of the 
Conveyancing Act of 1882, which provides that “‘on an appointment of 
new trustees a separate set of trustees may be appointed for any part of 
the trust property held on trusts distinct from those relating to any other 
part or parts of the trust property.” rs) summons was taken 
out by the trustees of a will, as plaintiffs, against the tenants for life of a 

of £50,000, bequeathed by the will on certain trusts distinct from 
the general trusts declared by the will, as defendants, the court to 
determine whether the plaintiffs were authorized to retire or be discharged 
from the trusts of the will so far as the same related to the £50,000, and 
to appoint a separate set of trustees of that legacy, or of the trusts of the 
will relating thereto, the plaintiffs themselves remaining trustees of the 
rest of the gee subject to the trusts of the will. 

Nortu, J., was of opinion that such an appointment was not within the 
scope of section 5. That section contemplated the retirement of all or 
some of an existing set of trustees, and that there ht be a difficulty 
in getting new trustees to act in the entire trust, that it might be 
expedient to divide the trusts in order to get rid of that difficulty. But it 
did not contemplate the creation for the first time of a distinct trust as to 
part of the property when the old trustees were not retiring from the 
trusts as to the rest of the property. The words pointed to the power 
being used when new trustees were being appointed—i.e., when the old 
trustees, or some of them, were ceasing to be trustees altogether. The 
plaintiffs desired to read the section as it it had said that, on every occa- 
sion when it might be thought desirable to do so, a separate set of trusteps 
might be appointed for any part of the trust property held on distinct 
trusts. But that was not what the section said. I¢ would be easy to con- 
ceive cases in which it might be desirable to make such an —_ 
but such cases were not likely to occur uently, and his lordship did 
not think that they were in the contemplation of the framers of the 
section.—CounssL, Ingle Joyce; R. C. Dobbs. Soxtcrrons, J. EB. For § Co. ; 
Murray, Hutchins, § Stirling. 


KING ». CHAMBERLAYNE—North, J., 20th July. 


Venpor AND Purcuassn—Rescrssion or Contract—Rerurn or Derosrr— 
REASONABLENESS OF Notice or Rescies1on—AcTion on Summons—Costs. 


This was an action by a purchaser for the return of his deposit, with 
interest and costs. The purchaser had given notice to rescind his contract, 
on the ground that the vendor had failed to shew a good title to the 
poser. The property sold was a freehold ground-rent securel by a 

dated the 28th of January, 1876, for a term of ninety-nine years, 
and it formed one lot (No. 136) among others of a similar nature. The 
vendor was a tenant for life, selling under the of the Settled 
Land Act. One of the conditions of sale was, ‘*‘ All will bu 
subject to, and admit the validity of, the leases stated in the particulars. 
The day fixed for the completion of the purchases was the 13th of April 
1885. From the abstract of title delivered to the nag om it appeared 
that Lot 136 had been the subject of @ lease for lives dated the 18th of 
December, 1850. The abstract contained a note stating that thio lease had 
been surrendered, and the lease of 1876 thereu granted, but no 
surrender was abstracted. It appeared also that the of 1876 bad been 
granted by the vendor’s father, who was then the tenant for life under 
the settlement of the property, under a leasin the 
settlement, which authorized the gran’ of leases made to take 
in possession. The purchaser required 
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granted. The vendor’s solicitors made inquiries, though they in- 
sisted that the conditions precluded the purchaser from 


req 
evidence of the surrender. In the course of the — it sppested identity 
that the lease of 1850 had been granted for three and that one 
of those lives was still in existence, but that when the lease of 1876 | the 
ven 


Was granted possession of the property was at once 
and that he had been in possession under it ever since, no claim 
been since made under the lease of 1850. A long correspondence took place 
between the ve solicitors, and various inquiries were made, but 
Yendor’s solicitors did not succeed in satisfying the purchaser of 
surrender. At last, on the 2lst of October, 1885, the 
wrote to the purchaser's solicitors, ‘‘ We must now call upon you either to 
com or to state whether you desire to have any 

made, or information procured. Further: 
at your .”’ On the 9th of November the purchaser's solicitors 
wrote to the vendor’s solicitors that, as the surrender of the lease of 
could not be shewn or procured, and it was clear that one of the lives was 
still in existence, the purchaser declined to com his purchase, and 
required the véndor to return his deposit, with interest and costa, On 
the 20th of December, 1885, this action was commenced. It was 
on behalf of the vendor that, inasmuch as the lease of 1876 not 
have been valid under the power if it had not been granted to take effect 
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e vendor to produce evidence . 
that the lease of 1850 was surrendered when the lease of 1876 was | the 


if then sell i ae being bound 
was su 

dition to admit the validity of the lease of 1816, wae, therefore, bound 
admit that the prior lease of 1850 had come to an when 

1876 was granted. It was also contended that the purchaser’s notion 
rescission was not a reasonable one, and that, atany 

proceeded by summons under the Vendor aud Parchaser Act, and not b: 
mothe, onl Geb aye to 


Norra, J., held that the purchaser was entitled to rescind his contract, 
and ordered the vendor to return the deposit, with interest from the date 
the of 


or 


of the notice of 

pode nent oe — . : - 

must be construed fairly. yonaen: nb seeing — pur- 

Sested thosthe eondiiian ensiuaniaiean teiiien Tr bound the 
was or 

purchaser to admit the of the lease of 187 6, bat not to admit every 

matter which might bea ~ it 
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ek? cece was on the purouseet, he hed dons sll witch cold be retuied 
him. At the time when the notice of rescission was given a good title had 


EN ee eee he 
nothing more t 8 uently, according 
to Nott v. Riccard (22 Beav. 307), the see in 


a 
peremptory notice of rescission. naan ie aaa 


a 

and 
Contract (32 Oh. D. 30 Soxicrroazs’ Jovrnat, 516), in which the 
of Appeal held thas could be done by summons, had not been decided 
at the time when the present action was commenced. pened amen, 
therefore, for depriving the purchaser of any part of his costs. SRL, 
Cozens-Hardy, QO., and E. Chitty ; Cookson, Q.0., and Rendall, 
ord, Dorman, ¢ Co. ; Desborough ¢ Son. 


Tors, Kings/ 
PASHLEY v. CHAPMAN—Kekewich, J., 1st August. 
Oosrs—Ipantrry—ApMinistraTion Action. 


In this action a point arose as to what fund should bear the costs of the 
suit which had been SE the will of 3. 
establishing his own ’° ° 
th A children, naming them, being “ Joseph 

e testator’s five one s 
Pashley.”” J. A. had gone to Australia some twenty years 
and had been lost sight 
interval. The 
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HARVEY 0. OLLIVER—Kay, J., 19th July. 


The follo is a more detailed statement of the facts of this case, 








which was reported ante, p. 644. 
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The last surviving trustee died on the 24th of January, 1883, and the 
new trustees were appointed on the 3rd of March, 1883. The writ in 
the action was issued on the 20th of January, 1883, and, by an order of 
the A Oourt of the 26th of June, 1885, the trustees were given their 
costs of the action as between solicitor and client up to and including the 
appeal. The order under which the present question arose was made on 
further consideration on the 28th of June, 1886 (not on the 27th of March, 
1885, as previously stated), and it was thereby ‘‘ ordered that it be referred 
to the taxing master to tax the costs of the plaintiffs and defendants 
- « . from the foot of the last taxation directed by the said order of the 
26th of June, 1885 . and including in the costs of the defend- 
ants” (the new trustees) . . . ‘“‘any costs, charges, and ay os 
properly incurred by them as trustees of the will of the said John Olliver 
nur their costs of this action.’”” The new trustees duly carried in their 
of costs, and the taxing master disallowed various charges therein. 

Those referred to in the as first, were items in the bill of costs of 

the solicitor for the original trustees and for the donee of the power of 
for preparing transfers of four mortgages and counsel’s fees 
» searching for old deeds, counsel’s fee for re-settling draft 
transfer, fair copies of transfers, letter to new trustees as to a difficulty in 
one of the mortgeges, engrossing transfers, attending solicitor of the 
executor of the last surviving trustee who required alteration in 
one of the transfers, altering the transfer, counsel’s fee, and stamping 
transfers. The first of these items was dated the 3rd of April, 1883. 
This bill had been paid by the new trustees in order to obtain the trans- 
fers ; and they also paid the bill of the solicitor for the executor of 
the last surviving original trustee, which consisted of charges for going 
accounts, ing the appointment and transfers, and attending 
at the execution thereof; but this bill, the first item in which was in 
April, 1883, was not disallowed. 
referred to as “‘ secondly” consisted of items in the bill of 
the solicitor to the new trustees who had been retained by them on the 19th 
of January, 1883, with a view to the action. The taxing master disallowed 
all the items in this bill prior to the 3rd of March, 1883. They included 
attending on the new trustees to instructions, perusing the will, check- 
ing the accounts, considering and advising on !etters from the donee and 
her perusing and considering draft appointment, fair copy, and 
advising on the same, and attendances on the new trustees. 

Those referred to in the report as ‘‘ thirdiy ’’ were items in the same bill 
as those first mentioned. They included letters to the donee as to the ap- 
ses dead seal trustees, to others asking them to be trustees, perusing 

he will and accounts with a view to preparing the appointment, inter- 
views with proposed new trustees, drawing appointment of new trustees, 
fees, examining into a question of a power of sale and an 
erroneous distribution of the trust estate and looking for documentary 
evidence on the point, counsel’s opinion thereon, attendance on the solici- 
tor of the executor of the last surviving original trustee, going through 
lists of securities. The above items were all between the dates October 
13, 1882, and March 3, 1883, the date of the appointment. 

The master’s reasons for disallowing the objections of the de- 
fendants to the taxation were as follows :— 

**I have considered the objections of the defendants Joh Olliver 
vesay to my taxation. The order directs 
jectants and not the costs of the retiring 

reason of their retirement or whether 


trustees. I have not gone into t 


they passed their accounts, not being directed by the order to do so. 
The usual is for the retiring trustees to render their solicitor’s 
costs and accounts to their beneficiaries, and then transfer the trust 


estate to the new trustees. For the above reasons I disallow the objec- 
tions 1, 3, 4, and 5.” 
The second objection was allowed, and the sixth was immaterial to this 
It must be borne in mind that Kay, J., decided the question of 
only ; that his lordship refused to discuss the items, and that they 
subject to the taxing master’s discretion. 


CASES AFFECTING SULICITORS. 
Ez parte D’ARAGON, In the Matter of A FIRM OF SOLICITORS— 
C. A. No. 1, 2nd August. 
Taxation or Ussionen Brut or Cosrs. 
had t an action against a railway company for an 
, and he recovered £300 as s. His 
of costs to the railwa 
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the pockets of the solicitor in addition to the costs be is entitled to as 


againet the company. Nothing ought to be done certainly to countenanos © 


or assist such yocoomenes: The t sends to his solicitors for their bill, | 
and they for him and hand him these bills—that is, they hand them 


to him as their bills, and they were their bills. The master : 
declined to tax them as not being signed ; but that was not a good _ 
for declining to tax them. The judge seems to have been induced to 
believe that the bills were not deliv as bills of costs, and that the soli. ~ 
citors might deliver another. But in that case the master would not seg | 
the other bill off which the £100 had been taxed. The object, no a 
of the solicitors was that if their claim was disputed they might deliver — 
another. Liypiey and Lorzs, L.JJ., concurred.—CounsgL, R. J. Parker; 
Chambers and C. B. Lindon.—Times. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES. 
Ez parte SAYER, Re MANSEL—O. A. No, 1, 22nd July, 


Banxruproy — Remova, or Trustss — Power or Covrr ro Resta 
Creprrors From Msetinc—Banxrvrtcy Act, 1869, ss. 65, 72, 83 (4)— 
Banxrvuptcy Act, 1883, s. 86 (1). 


The question in this case was whether the Court of Bankruptcy had 
pover, in a liquidation under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, to re the — 
creditors from holding a meeting for the purpose of removing the trustee, 
Sub-section 4 of section 83 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, proriaes that 
** the court may, upon cause shewn, remove any trustee. he creditors 
may, by 8 resolution at a mecting specially called for that purpose, — 
of which seven days’ notice has been given, remove the trustee and ap. 
point another person to fill his office.” (Sub-section 1 of section 86 of 
the Bankru Act, 1883, is expressed in almost identical terms.) Sec. — 
tion 65 of the Act of 1869 conferred on the London Oourt of Bankruptcy © 
‘‘all the powers, jurisdiction, and privileges possessed by any judge of © 
her Majesty’s Superior Courts of Common Law at Westminster, or by any © 
judge of her Majesty’s High Court of Chancery,” and section 72 enabled ~ 
the Court of ptcy to decide all questions “‘ which the court may © 
deem it expedient or necessary to decide for the purpose of doing com- ~ 
plete justice.” (Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, the Court of Bank- ~ 
ruptcy is a branch of the High Court) In the mt case the debts © 
yes in the liquidation amounted to £11,625, including a proof bya Mr. © 

orton for £8,498. ‘The trustee had given notice of a motion to expunge ~ 
Norton’s proof. A meeting of tors was called by certain creditors ~ 
who had bought up Norton’s debt, for the purpose of considering the re- 
moval of the trustee and appointing another person in his place. A day — 
was already fixed for the hearing of the motion to expunge, and the © 
registrar, on the application of the trustee, made an order restraining the ~ 
creditors from holding the meeting, until after the motion to expunge the 
proof should have been heard. The creditors appealed, and it was urged — 
that, as by section 83 (4) absolute power was given to the creditors to — 
remove the trustee, the court had no jurisdiction to restrain them from 


doing s0. i 

Tue Oovrt or Arrzat (Lord Esuzr, M.R:, and Luvpiey and Lopzs, 
L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the question 
was whether these was jurisdiction to restrain the holding of the meeting, 
not absolutely, but until the question of the validity of a debt, which was ~ 
already sub judice, had been determined. In his lordship’s opinion sec- 
tions 65 and 72, or one of them, gave the jurisdiction. And, under the — 
circumstances of the case, the had rightly exercised the jurisdic. 
tion. The interest of the creditors who had bought up Norton’s debts was — 
that it should not be investigated, and the ts onl was justified in sus- ~ 
pecting that the object of the meeting wae to get a trustee appointed who ~ 
would readily admit Norton’s claim. Norton’s debt formed so large a part © 
of the whole debts that the creditors who were entitled to vote in respect — 
of that debt would be able, if they wished, to carry the resolution remov- — 
ing the trustee. It py, ht, therefore, that the question © 
whether there was any such debt should be first decided. Livpiey and ~ 
Lorzs, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Cooper Willis, Q.0., and R. Vaughan ~ 
Williams ; Everitt, Q.C., and Henry Kisch. So.icirons, Ellis, Munday, § ~ 
Bartrum ; Beyfus ¢ Beyfus. S 


Ez parte SAVILLE, Re SAVILLE—O. A. No. 1, 22nd July. é 


Bawxgvrtcy—Recetvixe Orper—Jupoment Dest—Power or Court 1 © 
GO BEHIND JUDGMENT, ie 


This was aa appeal by a debtor from a receiving order which had been” 
ogalnet hm nan acon of a solicitor, who had recovered judgment 
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and refused to allow the debtor to adduce evidence as to the surcharge, 
Oa behalf of the appellant reliance was placed on Bz Lennoz 
(16 Q. B. D. 815, 30 Sotcrrons’ Jovawat, 46) which, it was shewed 
that, on an a lication for a receiving order founded on a j it debt 
the Court of Bankruptcy would go behind the judgment, would, if 
the debtor alleged that there was no valid judgment and tendered 
evidence to shew that that was so, inquire into the validity of the debt. 

Tus Court or Appzat (Lord Esner, M.R., and Lixpuzy and Loprzs, 
L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. Lord Esuzr, M.R., said that Ex parte Lennox 
only shewed that the mere existence of a judgment against the debtor did 
not prevent the Court of Bankruptcy from going behind the judgment, 
if it saw sufficient reason for doing so, but it did not that, on 
the mere suggestion of the debtor that the judgment debt was invalid, 
the Court of Bankruptcy was bound to go behind the judgment and in- 
quire into the validity of the debt. A judgment debt was of itself suffi- 
cient to found a bankruptcy upon. If a suggestion was made, and some 
plausible evidence was offered, that the judgment debt did not really 
exist, it might be right to go behind the judgment. Bat, if there were 
circumstances which shewed almost to a certainty that the su; tion of 
the invalidity of the debt was idle and frivolous, it was impossible to say 
that the Court of Bankruptcy was bound to enter into a lengthy and ex- 
pensive inquiry. In the present case nothing had been offered to the 
registrar which the debtor had not had ample opportanity of going into 
on previous occasions, if he had chosen to do so, and the 1 was 
quite right in refusing to go behind the judgment. Luoiey, L.J., con- 
e . Lopzs, L.J., said that Ex parte Lennox was not a decision that a 
enggestion made by the debtor, which the surrounding circumstances 
shewed to be unreal and unsubstantial, was a reason for going behind 
a judgment. — Counsget, R. Vaughan Williams; Cock, Q.C., and Henry 
Kuch. Soxrcrrors, D. EB. Chandler; Lewis §¢ Lewis, 


Ex parte BLUCK, Re BLUCK—Cave, J., 7th July. 


Banxrurptcy—Proor—Mortion sy Banxrurt to Expuncs—Locvs stanp1 
—Provastzs Dest—Banxrvurtroy Act, 1883, s. 37, Scuspuze II., nr, 
25. 

This was a motion on behalf of the bankrupt to nee a proof on the 
ground that there was no liability at the date of the ving order which 
was subject of pest On December 18, 1886, a receiving order was made 
against the debtor. On December 20, 1886, verdict and ——— for 
the defendants was given in an action previously brought by the debtor, 
and on February 6, 1887, a proof for the costs in that action was tendered 
by the defendants against the estate. The trustee admitted the and 
by reason of the vote given by the defendants at a meeting held on May 
22; 1887, a proposal of the debtor for a scheme of arrangement was 
rejected and he was made bankrupt. The bankrupt now moved to 
expunge the proof and for a declaration that the vote given atthe said 
meeting was invalid. On behalf of the creditors it was ed that a 
bankrupt had no locus standi to make the application under rule 25 of the 
2nd schedule to the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, which provides that ‘‘ The 
court may also expunge or reduce a proof upon the application of a 
creditor if the trustee declines to interfere in the matter, or, in the case of 
acomposition or scheme, upon the application of the debtor.” It was 
further urged that the action had been commenced in 1884, and that the 
debtor, by bringing an action, had placed himself under an obligation to 
pay any costes. 

Vave, J., allowed the application. His lordship said that the objection 
to the locus standi of the bankrupt was the most important objection. 
Rale 25 of the 2nd schedule allowed the court to & proof a 
the application of a creditor if the trustee declined to in or, in the 
caze of a composition or scheme, upon the application of the debtor. It 
was said that in this case there was not a composition or scheme because 
it was voted against. But then that-was by reason of the weight of this 
very vote, and if the debtor could not interfere he was left without remedy 
in a matter in which he was greatly interested. It would be very hard 
that, because the chairman allowed a vote which, it might be, ¢ not to 
be allowed, and because the trustee or any creditor would not take the 
trouble to interfere, that the debtor should be made a bankrupt. His 
lordship did not think he would be going beyond what was intended by 
the Act if he held that rule 25 did in such a case give the debtor a locus 
standi to apply to expunge. Then, as to the question whether this debt 
was a provable debt in the bankruptcy, section 37 of the Act defined prov- 
abla debts, and it was difficult to see what obligation there was before the 


date of the receiving order. There was li initiated by the ayers 
but that did not necessarily create an o It could not said 
that because a man brought an action he placed himself or was placed 
under an obligation to pay the costs of the action. The 


. was 
imposed when judgment was given against him. It would be carryin 
the court too far to say that in this case there was an o before the 
receiving order.—Oounszt, Abrahams ; Sidney Woolf; Broxzholme. Soxtcr- 
tors, M, Abrahams, Son, ¢ Co; Johnson, Harris ¢ Dowding. 


Ex parte BOARD OF TRADE, Re BRUNNER—Cave, J., Sth July. 


Baxxaurtoy—Pvuauic Examination—Answars or BanxnurtT—Supsequant 
wn acainer Orngprron—Evipsnca—Banxkrurtcxy Act, 1883, ss, 17, 


of the Birmingham County 


This was a special case stated by the ju 
: u ether the answers of a bank- 


Court and 












Wes A frandalens peeeeeente unde alive 
further called upon the “ee 
said motion an affidavit of the said trustee and a 
the shorthand writer’s notes of the public examination 
ee tan payer ing gg Bat} dee si, 

co ge was of opinion that, except by consen notes in question 
were inadmiseible, but submitted the 

the trustee it was urged that it was use 

of he bastarcipt tat Shy nine SW Se Se Orne ate ee 
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the respondent to have notice that he would require the 

$0 attend for cvose-aammapensines Mine Gate itt Maat the pate 
of the stood on a footing from a private 

examination under section 27 inasmuch as every creditor could appear and 

cross-examine him thereon ; further, that even though the answers of 

the bankrupt in hie pals might not be admissible in every 

motion, still they were admissible in a motion of this kind, where the only 


SOS OS ee ee intent of the bankrupt in 
transfer. 

Cavs, J., held that the examination could not be received 
His lordship said that no authority cou! 
the evidence of a witness taken in one proceeding was 
other proceeding 
ceeding. It would be in the highest degree unfair that a statement 
bankrupt on his b 
every we who gt ge Fs By 
even against persons who 
ence would certainly be on the side ot the trastes ; 

‘} av en lordship, sitting as a 
aot look at the convenience of the trustee, but at the convenience 
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the part of a trustee to rely on 
he was endeavouring to make 
therefore unreliable. Unless some 


sant or tome Galatea Geceion ot» CPmmnveL tars Sere out, 
evidence of this kind ought not to received. It Sela erst 
or 


matter if the parties consented, but in the absence of 
consent, his lordship was disinclined to 
Counszt, Sir Edward Clarke, 8.G., Muir Mackenzie. 
citor to the Board of Trade. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At a meeting of the directors, held at the Hall of the Incorporated Law 
Society on Thursday, the 4th inst.—the following being present—viz., 
Mr. Boodle (chairman), Messrs. Doyle, Nisbet, Lucas, Sawtell, Scadding, 
Sidney Smith, and Arthur Carpenter (secretary)—grants amounting to 
£85 were made to members’ cases, and £10 to a nom-member’s case. 
Three ve were elected, and the ordinary general business was 
transacted. 


THE ASSOCIATION FOR THE REFORM AND CODIFICATION 
OF THE LAW OF NATIONS. 
Buus or Lape, 


On the 27th ult. the draft Bill of Lading framed by the association 
was discussed. "7 


. Sei 
of Appeal of Hamba debate 
limit, at all events, the first part of the discussion to 
aay Hg clause. 
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consuls to celebrate marriages between men of their own nation 
and women of the country.” 

M. Lacnav seconded the resolution. 

A discussion ensued, and ultimately Prof. Lzonz Lzv1 moved, and Dr. 
D. Onerir Corracton1 penser vel —- —* ao aoe 
farther discussion, was, upon the motion of Dr. ENDT, e! for 
further consideration to the executive council :— 

** That this conference recommends that no marriage shall be celebrated 
between a native and a foreigner unless a duly-authorized certificate be 
made to the effect that there is no legal impediment to such a marriage in 
the a which such foreigner belongs. That the certificate so pro- 
duced 2 be conclusive as to the capacity of such a foreigner to 
marry. 


Fxecution or Forzign JupGMENTs. 

On the 28th ult. a paper on this subject was read by Mr. F. J. Tomxrns 
(Lincoln’s-inn). 

Upon the motion of M. Otunzr (Paris), seconded by Dr. Prepon. (Ham- 
burg), it was resolved, with three dissentients, ‘‘ That the association 
expresses the desire that the question of the execution of foreign judg- 
ments should be made the object of special conventions between the dif- 
ferent States, and that these special conventions should be based on the 
principles voted by the association in its meeting at Milan in 1883.” 


Copyricurt. 

On the 3ist ult., Mr. Canmrcuart (London), as secretary of the Inter- 
national ight Committee, read the report of that committee, of which 
Sir Travers was chairman. The report commenced with a reference 
to the Hawley Bill and the Chace Bill, both now before the United States’ 

cited Mr. J. W. *s opinion, as that of a member of 

an American firm honourably distinguished by their advocacy of inter- 

national t, in favour of the Hawley Bill as the ‘‘ clearer, easier, 

and more ” and confo to the American Copyright Statute. 

The report then shewed that the subject of international copyright was 

one which concerned our colonies in North America as well as our home 

interests, and cited the text of a question lately put by Mr. Edgar in the 

Parliament and the reply of the Dominion Minister of Justice 

to the effect that this important subject was engaging the attention of 
the Dominion Government. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—CHANCFRY DIVISION. 
NOTICE. 
Loxe Vacation, 1887. 


Kay’s chambers will be open for Vacation business during 
All applications to the Vacation Judge in chambers 


Mr. Justice 
he Long Vacation. 
must be made there. 
Royal Courts of Justice, August, 1887. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


, K.CMG., died at his residence, Grange-park, 
25th ult., in his rn ge ear. Sir 8. Walcott was the 
. Robert John Walcott, was born in 1806. He was 
at Lincoln’s-inn in Hilary Term, 1828, and he 

He became an assistant poor 
till 1838 he was chief secre’ 


Sreruzx Watcorr 


i 
e 


ft 
gt 
Fr 


et 
i 


| 


2 


if 
Hl 


+H 


t 


: 
5 


F 


: 
; 


Pe 
c 
i 


; 





| 


Ham. Mr. is the eldest son of Mr. Samuel 


called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1878. My 
Casserley has been for some time junior prosecuting counsel to the P, 
Office on the Midland Circuit. e 


Mr. Henry Onaries Ricuarps, barrister, has been appointed Ju 
Prosecuting Counsel to the Post Office at the Central Court, in 
succession to Mr. Charles Frederick Gill, who has succeeded Mr. Ernest 
Baggallay as senior counsel. Mr. Richards is the second son of Mr ~ 
Frederick Richards, of Hastings, and was born in 1851. He was called 
to the bar at Gray’s-inn in May, 1881. Mr. Richards has been for some © 
time junior prosecuting counsel to the Post Office on the South-Eastern ~ 
Circuit. a 


Mr. Tuomas Hearn, solicitor, of Devonport, has been aj 
Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of J ‘i 

Mr. Munrer Macponap Becxinesaug, solicitor, of Ryde, at me KO 
East Cowes, has been appointed a Commissioner to ster in 
the Supreme Court of Judicature. Be! 


Mr. Frepgnicx Suarr.ey, solicitor, of Louth, has been elected Coroner = 
for the Louth District of Lincolnshire. Mr. Sharpley had for many | 
years acted as deputy coroner. He was admitted a solicitor in 1850. 


Mr. James Heczr Devetass, solicitor, of Market Harborough, has been 
appointed Clerk to the Market Harboro' Highway Board, in succession 
to the late Mr. William Thomas Sheild. Mr. Douglass was admitted 
solicitor in 1856. 


Mr. James Ley Dovexass, solicitor, of Uppingham, has been appoin 
Clerk to the County Magistrates at that place, in succession to the 
Mr. William Thomas Sheild. Mr. Douglass was admitted a solicitor 
1886. ‘sy 


Messrs. Dusors, Rerp, & Wriwiams, of 3, Pancras-lane, have been 
appointed Solicitors to the Parish Clerks’ Company. i 


Mr. Rozsert Wit11am Parxsr, solicitor (of the firm of Heath, Parker, 
& Brett), of 3, New London-street, and of Tottenham, has been elec! 
Vestry Clerk of the parish of St. Oiave, Hart-street, in succession to the 
late Mr. William Heath. Mr. Parker is solicitor to the Tottenham Local 
Board. He was admitted a solicitor in 1866. 


Mr. Tuomas Barxes, solicitor (of the firm of ry age: & Barkers, | 
of gir f and Horbury, has been appointed to the Horbury ™ 
Local Mr. Parker was admitted a solicitor in 1870. 4 

Mr. Wu Bvurronsnaw, solicitor, of Doncaster and Orowle, has 
been appointed Clerk to the Orowle Local Board. Mr. Burtonshaw was” 
admi' a solicitor in 1884. @ 


Mr. Atrrep WuHa.zy Coxe, Q.0., has been appointed ‘o act as Puime™ 
Judge of the High Court of Justice of Griqualand West. Mr. Cole is the 
fourth son of Mr. William Nicholas Cole. He was called to the bar at the ™ 
Middle Temple in Hilary Term, 1850, and he is a Queen’s Counsel for the™ 
Cape Colony. # 
Mr. Orement Evrutnstons Lioyvp, barrister-at-law, has been ror & 
a Revising Barrister on the North Wales and Chester Circuit, in the plac 
of Mr. W. Langford Ffoulkes, who has resigned his appointment. 


Mr. Gzorcz Worruineron, barrister, has been appointed Judge of 
Insolvency for the Colony of Victoria. Mr. Worthington is the secc nd 
son of Mr. George Worthington, of Liv 1, and was born in 1825, He 
was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Hilary Term, 1861. 5 


PARTNERSHIP DISSOLVED. 


Gzoncs Taavett Teaver, and Parxern Woopwazrp, solicitors (Travel 
& Woodward), of Victoria-buildings, Nottingham. July 29. 2 
[Gasette, August 2.) ~ 
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GENERAL, 
The judicial members of the House of Lords will rise for the vacation at 
the end of the present week. : 
In the course of a debate on High Sheriffs, in the House of Lords, 
Bia unk ue tgniy eer efor edges wer fugmented 
D e t 6 was sugmen' 
attendance of the high sheriff at the aseizes. 


Tuesday five actions were 
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authorities refused to admit the children. Under the rules of the 
coxeery of State for regulation of prisons, children of prisoners are only 
admitted with a magistrate’s ‘order, and no such order had been giv: n. 
pee See OS a. St See Se ere 
day they were before the magistrates there. e 

the women whether they were ving 
workhouse. women strongly objected, and in the result they were 
Jiberated on their own izances. The prisoners, it seems, were gipsy 
tramps, and, not unnaturally, failed to appear to take their trial. 


Atthe Derby Assizes Mr. Justice Hawkins expressed an opinion that 
the rule under which a plaintiff is able to lay the venue at whatever place 
he chooses is very unsatisfactory. The result was that country cares 
were tried in London. He greatly preferred the old system by which 
cases were heard in the locality in which the cause of action arose. He 
thought that if, previous to the commencement of the circuits, the country 
cases were selected from the Middlesex and London lists and sent down 
jor trial in the localities in which they originated, a considerable amount 
of benefit would be obtained. The London jurors would then be relieved 
from trying cases which ought not to fall to them, the expenses of litiga- 
tion would be diminished, and the judges would not be wanted in town 
snd could thus get through the work on circuit with more expedition 
The present system was ruining the circuits. Mr. Dugdale, Q.C., said 
that he entirely concurred with his lordship’s observations. 


On ey’ last Court of Appeal No. 1, sitting as a divisional court, 
finished the list of county court appeals set down for hearing. The 
Master of the Rolls, upon the conclusion of the business, said that during 
these appeals they had heard a great many of the youn members 
of the bar arguing cases, and he desired to express his ad on of the 
way in which they had discharged their duty. They had done so with 
afmirable skill for the most part, and had shown courage, ability, judg- 
mevt, and discretion. He was delighted to think that the junior. bar 
which was coming up would well uphold the traditions of their profeesion. 


[t appears from the annual statistics of crime in France that the num- 
be of re-convicted prisoners of all classes has increased from 68,490 in 
1876 to 89,634 in 1885. The proportion of this class to all other prisoners 
was 38 per cent. in the former, against 43 per cent. in the latter year. 
Tre Minister attributes this unsatisfactory feature to three causes-- 
namely, association in jail, insufficient cumulation of sentences, and the 
want of adequate assistance (or ‘‘ patronage ’’) to discharged prisoners. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURL. 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date. APPEAL Count Appsat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
, No. 1, No. 2. Kay. Currry. 
Mon., Aug. 8 Mr. Carrington Mr. Ward Mr. Koe Mr. Clowes 
ile. 9 Lavie King J berton 
Wednesday 10 Beal Ward Koe Clowes 
Thureday.. 11 Pugh King Jackson Pemberton 
Friday ...... Leach Ward Koe Clowes 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
NORTH. CH. 
Monday, August......... 8 Mr. Pugh Mr. Godfrey Mr. Lavie 
TOORUAY 0... . cevereee 8 Beal Leach Carrington 
Wednesday . 10 Pugh Godfrey Lavie 
Beal Leach Carrington 








Godfrey 
The Long Vacation will commence on Saturday, the 13th of August, and 
tirminate on Saturday, the 22nd day of October, 1887, both a inclusive. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gacette.—Fripay, July 19. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


Duagy AND DERBYSHIRE NewsraPzr Oo, Luirep.—By an order made by Kay, 
Gated July 23, it was ordered that the comiany be wound up, Hullams & Co, 
e, lor petner 
East Kent Co, mirEp.—Pen for winding up, presented J directed to 
pene before Chitty, J., on Oot 29. Blewite g Tyler, Fan he st, Any 


New 





OLLINGBOURNE Parer Miiis Co, LimiTep.—Petn for wind pre- 
tented July 20, directed to be hea: d before North, J., on Aug @ "Keene hk Oo 
Seethin, lane, ore for petner 

erNOROURNE BRICK AND CEMENT Co, LiwiTEeD.—Petn for winding up, 
ag te de 9 directed to be heard before North, J., on Oct 99, mike « 
ilics Conmioar Charenesnal, Lome, ~Dfagtts, 3. bon, tedis siti Gclad 
RPORATION, — . 
dune 30, appointed Jotun Francis Clarke, 41, Coleman "st, to be official liqui- 
UNLIMITED In CHANCERY. 
Morvan Arp Perma UILDE — 5 
= y na Socrsry.—Stirling, J. 


WENT BENEFIT B has, by an 
21 inted Frederick A’ tus J 
tidines rik sastiat ea teas Wakes 


oe 
» Temov' 


Baporwarer LOAN Roorery.—Petn for wi up, ted July 25, Ginested 
te be beard before ioe-Chanoell nt at Segre 
day, Aug 6 at 11, Sabet Oa Menaietee ; 7 Hal, 'Laverpoot, on 


magistrates i) 
the children should be taken to the w 


Newrow, Mary, 


Sruwant, 2] HoMmAS, 


FRIENDLY SOOIETIES DISSOLVED, 
Oo-oPERATIVE SocteTy, LiurrEp, Cheesden, Lancaster. 


AND SussEX Unrrep Tavs TsaMPgRawcx Socrerr, Osborn House, 
ATOH, AND SCIENTIFIC INSTRUMENT Makers’ FRienpiy BENEFIT 
Fociery, 41, Gerrard st, Islington. July 25 \ 

London Gazet'e.—TURSDAY, Aug. 2. 

JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
YTHORPE Co., r ’ order dated July 5. 
Bo CoLLIEgRY Luxwrrep. J. an 
appointed Howard Samuel Sith, o, Beaet’s hil, Ble and Joseph 
Powell Williams, 120, Gough rd, Edgbeston, to be oy 
are required, on or before Oct 1, to ar 
tru‘ of thee debts or eat fo the abows. aura... st % 19 a 

ares eB. peace Sept 8 2 


d their names and and the or to 
Walter Routes, Fie of 4, erratic Oct 27, at 
12, is appoin' hearing and 

Cuepstow Bossrx MILs nye Ge by N J, dated 
Joly %, 1b wes cadened thes She ualaniney eee up of the company be con- 


Fit, Coa, AND CANNEL Co, LrurrEp. J, has, by an order, dated July 
14, FO a Oy Lr iain Ts ts cdbeaal gudannce 
—— dated Jul: 25, Ie wan ordered thas the association sweund UD. Whale 
& Glarke, Queen Victoria st, agents for Ginn & Matthew, Osmbridge, solors fur 
petners 
JAPANESE ViLisen axe Ourepesl Tpanepe Os, am, made by 
North, J., dated J it was ordered the up of the 
company Sootinusd. Hartieon, Obancery lane, aolor for petner 
Counry PaLaTINE oF LANCASTER. 
LiveERPooL EXCHANGE BANKING Co, _ fe 
July 29, directed to be heard before the at 9, Liver- 
on Aug 16 at 11. eee etre, Liverposl, agente tor Mawdsley & Hodson, 
outhport, solors for petner 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
ABERYSTRUTH NEw Soocrety, Bush Inn, Abertillery, Mon. July 30 


wee PROVIDENT Society, Madeley Infant School, Madeley, Salop. 














CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 

UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Onarm. 

London Gasette.—Fainay, July 2. 

CHAPMAN, WILLIAM ALEXANDER, Buckingham Palace rd, Pawnbroker. Oct 1. 
hapman orth, J. Dowse, New Strand 
Kay, HFaaxous axa Piorencs, Italy. Sept 30. v Bourne, North, J. 
J efferies row 


London Gasette.—TUESDAY, ~—<4y 
SmirH, Richarp, West Lincoln, Farmer. 0, Smith v Smith 
Btcling 3 Goldring, Abobaroh lame od : 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Onarm. 
London Gasette.—TuEsDAY, July 26. 
ANCELL, Hannan, Salford, Lancaster. Sept 29. Lloyd, Manchester 
Busswax, Mouns Lavi, Gihesiter end Geptheugten. Septi. Stephens, Queen 
Baunarr, THowAas, Stroud, Gloucester, Farmer. Aug 30. Stephens, Stroud 
BrownJoun, ELIZaBETH, Brighton, Aug 9%. Harker, Brighton 


Buroner, Cuartzes W of Walney, Barrow in Furns:, Lan- 
carter, Gent. no Vee 
Carr, JANE, upon Hull. Septé. Wilson & Son, Hull 


Cuapwick, WILLIAM, Preston, Lancashire, Clogger. Aug 2. Olarke, Preston 

Cuancs, Ann Marta, Leamington. Aug 2. Ryland & Oo, Birmingham 

Cox, Isaac, Tickenham, Somerset, Farmer. Sept 5. Wansey, Bristol 

Drak8, SAMUEL, Sandford, Devon, Builder. Sept’. Burch, Exeter 

Erskine, Janz, Deptford. Oct 1. Stiff, Eartbourne 

Gaskin, THomas, Chatham, Retired Auctioneer. Aug 20. Hearn, Dulwich rd 

Goy, Saran, Potterhanworth, Liecoln. Aug 9%. Truman, Nottingham 

Hewnine, Kats Constance, Surly Hall, Berks. Aug 15. ee ae 

Hirt, Boman, 80 John's Weed pk, Misdenen, Boy. Sept 1, 

Hoperns, DANIEL, Mile end rd, Shopkeeper. Sept 22. Sedgwick &Oo, Watford 

Hyos, Lucy, Stockport, Chester, Sept 1. Hyde, Stockport 

Jak James, Craven st, Strand, Licensed Victualler, Sept 1. Coldham & 
New inn 

Lanensr, JULIUs Davin, Paddington, Gent. Aug 26. Jones, New Onford st 

Laweou, foam Fietomsr, Barton upon Irwell, Surgeon. Aug. Tweedale & 

Lvxua, Ation, Bath. Aug %. Bayne & Faller, Bath 


Ma weer, Text Weanewonen, Lasts, Biliard Telte Maantastenes, Octt. Wilson 
@loucestershire. Aug é. Nash, Hitchin 


Puuzackiza, Jans, Ulverston, Lazcashire, Gent. Aug 2?. Poole, Ulverston 
Prasat tn Bald nee ee Aug ®% Soames & Co, 
ILLIAM, 


Lio s 


hill, Surrey, Widower, Aug 33% Monckton & Oo, 
orth Shields. Aug %. Leitch & Co, North Shields 
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Ewirr. Jonny, Rosthowne, Esq. Aug 2. Arnold & Henry White, Gt Marl- 


Viecars, BenJamiIn, Knutton, fusnt, Coal and Iron Master. Aug 3}. 


8. Newcastie, Staffor 
Wanrey, Tuomas, Brighton. Aug 25. Sturt, Ironmonger lane 


Worstzy, Rev. Wir114M, Torkington. Sept 3. Parker, Manchester 


London Gazette. —FRIDAY, July 29. 
ALLIN Wit, Staplehurst, Kent. Sept 15. Philpott & Co, Cranbrook, 
Barnes, Jonn, Harrow rd, Paddington, Brush Manufacturer. Aug 2. Kings- 
. bury & , George st, Portman sq 
BAruTor, Enwakp GrorGe, Durban, Natal, Lieutenant. Aug 27. Tilly, Fal- 


, WILLIAM, Lianfahon, Glamorgan, Colliery Proprietor. Sept 1. 
& Charles vanes. Mertbyr Tydfil 
Brake, omy Chae Buckingham palace rd, Pimlico. Aug 2. 
Recut, CAROLINE, ‘Algburth, Lancaster. Sept1. Avison & Co, Liverpool 
Cuakters, Jonn Wemyss, Coombe Fields, Warwick. Sept 12. Woodcock & Co, 


Cogan, AGNES, Leatherhead, Surrey. Aug 3i. Collins, Reading 
emery w ting Crott, Oakfield rd, Penge, Engineer. Aug 30. Turney, Fish 


Dawsor, JosErn, Yeadon, York, Cloth Manufacturer. Sept 10. Newstead, 


Day, ee ee pe Lavaes, Mazza, Thorp House, nr Norwich. Sept 10. Bird & 

DEANE, Suary ann, © Waltham St Laurence, Berks. Aug 30. Renshaws, Suffolk 

Es. Sim Barrow Herserr Cromwell rd, South Kensington. Sept 12. 
Walker & Co, Thecbald’s rd, Gray’s inn 

ERSEINE, JANE, Deptford. Oct1. Stiff, Eastbourne 


Goy, SaRnan, Potterhanworth, Lincoln. Aug29. Truman, Nottingham 
. Sm: Rosert Bateson, Langley Park, Buckingham, Bart. Aug 3i. 
Wills, Uxbridge 
Humpreys, Sim Jou, Knt., Devonshire st, Portland place. Sept 1. Godfray, 
Finsbury pavement 
Kersey, JosHvua Pettis, Ipswich, Gent. Aug26. Birkett & Ridley, Ipswich 
LiscomBE, ANNE SaRaH, Weston Peverel, Devon. Septi3. Bone & Son, Devon- 


port 
Tuomas, Machynlleth, Montgomeryshire, Merchant. Sept 10. 


Howell & Co, Machynlleth 


Cwilym 


Brown, 


—_ © Jogerd StRaNce, Hazelbury Bryan, Dorset, Yeoman. Aug 20, 
MisiFIz£, James. Brownswood pk, South Hornsey, Gent. Aug 31. White & 


Sons, Bedford row 
E.1ZaBETH, Farnham, Surrey. Sept9. Collyer-Bristowe & Co, Bed- 


OLprriELy, CHARLOTTE, De Beauvoirrd. Septi. Hanbury & Co, New Broad st 
PaYNE, pe Hewey, Playden, Sussex, Ship Owner. Aug 20. Dawes, Rye, 
PHILLIPsON. Hewry, Bath om Newington, Retired Dairyman. Sept 1. 
Trinity sq. Southwar' 
ae AVID, Merthar Tydfil, Gent. Sept 1. Gwilym & James, Merthyr 
Rowtay, Freperice Wi1i14M, Harston, Cambridge, Farmer. Septi. Holben, 


Sace, THomas Busu, Weston super Mare, Gent. Septi. Meade-King & Bigg, 


Hope, 


Bristol 

Sarnseuny, HewereTta Vicronta, Sutherland avenue, Maida hill. Aug 31. 
Johnson, Lincoin’s inn 

Sriperosze, WILLiAM, Richmond. Septi. Tempany & Co, Bedford row 


Srrance, GaMvet, Hezelbury Bryan, Dorset, Dealer. Aug 30. Dibben, Wim- 
Tayior, Grorce, Brighton, Fishmonger. Sept 26. Woods & Dempster, 


MORGAN. by » eee agt Glamorgan, Farmer. Sept 1. Gwilym & James, 
Merth 
TaomPsor, Waiter, Oxford, Solicitor. Aug 31. Hester, Oxford 


Tuorrz, Bexjyamix, Lewes, Gent. Sept 2. Vinall, Lewes 
Watlis, Huwny, Wigan, Surveyor. Aug 31. Peace & Ellis, Wigan 


W. Cuartzs Hewny, Whalley Range, nr Manchester, Gent. Sept 1. 
& Sons, Manchester 
London Gasette.—TvEsDAY, August 2. 
Bisnor, Hexxy Contam Camden sq, Commission Agent. Sept 1. White, 
Southampton st, Blooms’ 
on Gt Dunmow, Essex, Timber Merchant. Aug3i. Wade & 
Brovenau, Wiiux, St Leonards, Suseex, Merchant. Oct 1. Simpson & 


Cullingford. Gracechurch st 
Brows, Tuomas, Bourn, Lincoln, Gent. Sept1. Allisons & Allisons, Louth 
nen Oo. New Broad Cupagorts Fraxcis, Kast End, Finchley. Oct 31. Haghes & 


Co, M 
pin ALEXAXDEE Darron, Jermyn st. Septi. Ford & Co, South 
CoorEE, og, Gray's Gedington, Warwick. Aug 2. Lane & Clutterbuck, Birming- 


Comes Bomeantas Praxces, Stechford, Warwick. Aug 2. Lane & Ciutter- 
Pew. CHAg1zs, Putney Heath. Sept 2. Few & Co, Surrey st, Strand 


Pox, Drtitworrn ve gt een i Semnanem, Somerset, Woollen Manufacturer. 
Novi. Wakefield, T: 
G FPraxcow "ANDES, om Bedtord st, Strand. Sept 3. Stibbard & Co, 


ali st 
Goss, Haxgtert, Hastings. Oct7. Keith & Co, Chantry, Norwich 


—— Canterbury, Architect. Oct 1. Sankeys & Fiint, Canter- 
Hates, Church rd, Richmond. Sept 2%. Shaen & Co, Bedford row 
Hoveos, Huser, Ramegate, Gent. Septis. Sankey, Ramsgate 

Iseunsox, Davy, Sheffield. Cowkeeper. Sept1. Muir Wilson, Sheffield 


Jonna, Exos, Cardiff, Publican. Aug 2%. Jones, Cardiff 
J0ns, J0eBrh, Shellid, Carter. Beyt1. Burdekin & Co, Sheffield 


(ae a ates Sept’. Robinson & Bon, 
Mrezs, J Wakelicl4, Yeoman. Aug ts, Lake, Wakefield 








Newmans, GzorGe, Bath, Doctor of Medicine, Sept 15. Simmons & Co, Bath 


ssener — }— pence Jupy, Bridgend, Glamorgan. Aug 28. Iliffes & Co, Bet. © 
ord row 
RoTHERHAM, MaTinpa, Liverpool. Aug 3i. Bateson & Co, Liverpool 


Snores, Rosa, Tickhill, York. Sept 15. Ford & Warren, Leeds 


SILBER, ALBERT Mancrvs, Wood st, Governor of Silber & Fleming (Limited) 
Oct 1. Simpson & Cullingford, Gracechureh st 
SINCLAIR. tate, Weat lepool, Merchant. Aug 30. Palmer, West 


Hartlepool 
Sway, Bao, Handsworth, Stafford. Aug 29. Lane & Clutterbuck, Bir. 


Henry, Plumstead Common, Plumstead, Licensed Victualler, 
pt 15. Loxley & Morley, Cheapside 
TaNQuEeRAY, Frances EtLen, St Paul’s rd, Canonbury. Sept 20. Cowdell & 
Son, Budge row, Cannon st 
Vv. ae JAMe, Sidcup, Kent, Merchant. Sept10. Collins & Collins, xey 
























WARNING TO INTENDING HovusE PURCHASERS AND Botens —v 
e 


LESSEES. : 

or temling » hours hae tea toad ts thorough!: Ce 4 

oS ee Se i Engin & ecttetion Co., tb, ictoria-st. 

ster (Estab. 1875), who also un the Ventilation of Offices, &c. taDwr] | 
STAMMERERS and STUTTERERS should read a little book by Mr. R, © 
BrasLey, Baron’s Court House, West Kensington, London, price 13 stamps. The ~~ 
Autier, fear nearly 40 years, cured himself by a method entirely 
own.—[ADVT. 


























BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FRipay, July 29. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Arsapee, JosePrnu, Ludgate hill, Ironmonger. High Court. Pet July 25. Ord 






ee EEEEEEES —_ 





















































uly 
Bancipes, Cuspeay | BaTEMAN, Ipswich, Toy Warehouseman. Ipswich. Pej ~ Dazr, ¢ 
BonD * WILLIAM, Ba: hall of business. Leeds. Pet July 27. Ord July 27 Davinst 
BUSWELL, Epwin, Brecon, Jeweller. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet July 23. Ord July Farorc 
Ouanpame, | Frank, Tankersley, Yorks, Clerk. Barnsley. Pet July 25. Ord Fouce: 
CLIFFORD, REUBEN CHARLES, Quenington, Gloucester, Farmer. Swindon. Pet el 
July 2. Ord Jul PS to! 
Coan, EAS pexara, Harrington, gdns, South Kensington, Lieutenant. High Court, © Hustor, 
ayi7. OrdJ ; 

Corsage, Binkicla, Berks, Baker. Windsor. Pet July 26. Ord ES Hopson. 
Cveris, Suances, Nottingham, Corn Factor. Nottingham. Pet July 27. Ord Boreu 
DasrEuty Ai P= ny Horatio Sisson, Fleet st, Merchant. High Oourt. Pet July 28, JEFFERS' 
Davis, WiLLiaM, Walsall, Police Constable. Waleall. Pet July 27. Ord J aly a ¥ ise 
Dawson, WILLIAM Spans, Gt Grimsby, Oil Manofacturer. Gt Grimsb/, Rg 
Pet July 27. Ord July : Of 

Ducxrrr Janz, and Danae Penavsox Beery, Liverpool, Shipwrights. Li Lag, F 
pool. Pet July 20. Ord July Fg 
Dwaigey, CHARLES, Bow rd, Coach Builder. High Court. Pet July 23. Om Mareen 

ly 26 

apie JouN, Bolton, Fruit Salesman, Bolton. Pet July 26. Ord July % +7 
ARTHUR GIBBS, Wentoworth rd, Provision Merchant. High Cow ay 
Fet July 25, Ord July ; Mustep. 
FURTWANGLER, J ANDBEAS, Birand, Watch Maker. High Court. Pct June 2b ~ ~ ot 


Ord July 
Gatrann, Guonor, Aldrington, nr Brighton, Gent. Brighton. Pet July 2" 


Hoope.. W, OY ictoria villas, Kilburn, Builder. High Court. Pet July,8 Ort 
Hv Me Meathop, Westmoreland, Builder. Kendal. Pet July 25, Ord be 
Hepsps, Guonar.. "TE upon Hull, Tobac:onist. Kingston upon Hull. Pet” ; 
Hoscaies, te aed ORTIMER, Cardiff, Ship Broker. Oardiff. Pet July 6 

——, OuHN STEEL, Carlisle, Innkeeper. Oarlisle. Pet July 2. © 
LarERoens, Jomy co Barnstaple, Licensed Victualler. Barnstap’e. 
iovars.} Baxcont. Aston, Warwick, Coal Merchant. Birmingham. Pet July 


4 
° 
A 4 
sped 





July 26 x 
Marrer. Jou, Boston Spa, Yorks, Photographer, York. Pet July 26. Onl 
————. Jom a Malvern, Boarding house Keeper. Worcester. F 
Yon Ho Benn, Gt Yorks, Corn Merchant. Kingston up 
‘et July 26. 28. (Ord AS 
Wasry, | Dasa, Waeten Wakefield, Hatter. Wakefield. Pet July 25. 
ou 
powion, W Wir11aM, Wo'stanton, Stafford, Farm Labourer. Hanley, Bui 
4 Tunstall, Pet July 27. Ord July 27 
Purrcuaub sana, Bethesda, Carnarvon, Grocer. Bangor. Pet July 25. i 
Rance, Ceonan. Hzwey, Birmingham, Tobacconist. Birmingham. Pet July 2% 
RICHARDS, Gwin, Owrn, Clydach, nr Swansea, Publicar. Swansea. Pet July 
2%. Ord July % 
Rscmanns, St Joun, Festiniog, Merionethshire, Grocer. Bangor. Pet July 25, 0 
Sarenuny, WILLIAM Gecnes, Gt Grimsby, Smack Owner. Gt Grim by, 








July 25. Ord July 26 — . Ba 
corr, Te jas Kingston upon Holl, Baker. Kingston upon Hull. PetJuy® ye ™ 
Sew ‘Pet Jaiy'a, Ontduly nat es an Kingston upon Hal) @ Wriour, E 
Pet July 7, Ord July 27 t & 
uaxP, RevEN, Tolleshunt Major, Essex, Farmer, Chelmsford. Pet July # Yao, 
SHEPHERD, . Stockton on Tees and : oO 
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THE ‘SOLICITORS’ JOURN AL, 








= 
TaYLOR, Frac. RICK, ‘Siac, Earthenware Manufacturer. Leeds. Pet July 26. 
Or< 26 


06, ae Manchester, Licensed Victualler. Manchester. Pet Ju'y 15. 

TURNER, Fee Ord oleae” on Tyne, Morey Lender. Newcastle on Tyne. 
Wicker, FREDERICK JamzEs, Tunbridge Wells, Grocer, Tunbridge Wells. Pet 
wari Hama, burch st, Edgware rd, Milkman. High Court. Pet July 
ee epee Rad ater ee 
Yo, Aer ga Cemborne, Cornwall, Horee Trainer. Truro. Pet July 47. 


The following amended rotice is substituted 4 that published in the 
Ww Ww ont, Birml oan, Wal Prepileteh. . Siiutaahis 
ysHaY, WILLIAM WriGat, Bi DR otel Pro m. 
™~ Pet July 2. Ord July ? 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


AmsLey, WILLIAM, Waiagton, Durham, Draper. Aug 5 at 1.30, Off Ree, 21, 
Fawcett st, Sunderlan 

ALLBIGHT. ELIsHAM Gaones. Wantage, Berks, Boot Factor. Aug 6 at 11.30. 
Off Ree, 1, Aldates, Oxford 


YLMER, CAPTAIN JOHN EVANS Frexe, Cannon st, E Augs5 at 11. 
< Bankruptcy bldge, Lincoln’s inn fields > a8 
Battzey, Francis Epwin, Tamworth, Ironmonger, Aug 12 at 11. 26, Colmore 


row, Birmingham 
Barnes, W1Lt1AM Hewry, Gregory Boulevard, o. Novenguess, Grocer, Aug 5 at 
12. Off Ree, 1, High Pavement, Nottingha 
BARILETT, CHARLES BATEMAN, Ipswich, Toy Worehonesmee. Aug 5 at 12.15. 
Off Rec. 2, Westgate st. Ipsw ich 
WRIGHT, ), Deatinghen, Hotel Proprietor. Aug 11 at 11, 


2% Colmore row, Birmingha: 
‘ane 6 at 12. Off Rec, 4, Pavilion buildings, 


neg ee —, Brighton, Greer: 
righ ton 
Baows, ous, Tadema rd, Chelsea, Tailor. Aug5at12. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


ff Rec, 82. High st, Swindon 
Aug 8 at 1230. Guildhall, Don- 
caster 
DaztT, CHARLES, Saltash, Cornwall, Builder. 
mouth 
Famctoven, Joun, Bolton, Fruit Salesman. Aug 9at11. 16, Wood st, Bolton 
GODDARD, ARTHUR, Prisoner at Wandsworth, Builder. 
Aug 5 at 3. Off Rec, Bank 
chbrs, Batley 
Hvurcuins, Epwarp Mortimer, Cardiff, Ship Broker. 
Aug 9 at 5. Off Reo, 34, Fisher 
st, Castisle 
Kune, JoHN OnaRLgs, Amer-ham. Buckinghamshire, Draper, Aug 5 at 11.30, 
Carey st, Lincoln's ion 
Miis, Ropert, ‘Glee, ee Smackowner. Aug 10 at 12. Off Reo, 3, 
st, colo’s inn fields 
9at it. Inoor- 
Nurrixs, CHaries, Catford, Kent, Stationer. 
at 11.30. Gount UVourt, Madeley 
Owsn, RoBERT byanp, Resymerie Anglesey, Medical Practitioner. Aug 8 at 
fort st, Ply mouth 
Aug 11 at 3. 18 
Ricwaups GwityM, yng oe Cly sree, nr Swansea, Publican. 
Sheffield 
Aug 9 ut 3, Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
WILLIAM, L Haywood, Staffordshire, Labourer. 
oe, , NATHAN, Birmingham, Glazier. Augt0 at il, 25, Qolmore row, Birm- 
Blake st, Y 
Vax DEN BERG, Joss, "Tredegar rd, Bo 
Warrs, Epwin Henry, Carnaby st, Regent s 8 Galant, Aug 5 at 2.90. Bank- 
eld 


Currosp, fi REUBEN CHARLES, Queniaogton, Gloucestershire, Farmer. Aug 9 at 
12. 
Cowrer, WILLIAM, Campsall, Yorks, Builder. 
te 
Aug 12 at 11. 18, Frankfort st, 
Davison, W1t11a4M, Portland pl. Augé atil. 33, Carey st, Lincola’s inn 
Fov.cer, THOMAS, Anerley td, Crystal Palace, Insurance Agent. Aug 5 at 12. 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Aug 15 at 3. 109, Vic- 
toria st, Westminster 
HEsLop, RICHARD, Mirfield, Yorks Innkeeper. 
com vanegescs GezoRGE, Mas bough, Yorks, o ut of business. Aug 9 at 12. 
Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 
Aug Gat 2.3¢. Off Res, 
8, Crockherbtown, Cardiff 
JEFFERSON, JOHN STEEL, Carlisle, Innkeeper. 
Kgyrwoop, FrepERIcK, Nottingham, Hosiery Manufacturer. Aug Sati1. Off 
Kec, 1, High pavement, Nottiogham 
Off Rec, 1, St Aldates, Oxford 
LEE, FAULKNER, Devonshire st, Great Portland st, Surveyor. Aug Satii. 33, 
Marrert, JoHN aoe Spa, Yorks, Fhotographer. Aug 5 at 2. Off Rec, 17, 
Blake st, 
Haven et, Gt Grim: 
MistED, ALBERT, Cariyle SF Chelsea, no occupation. Aug 65 at 2.30. 33, Carey 
MircHEe.L, HenkY, Kingston upon Hull, Fish Merchant. A) 
porated Law Society, Lincoln's inn "pldgs, Bowlalley lane, 
Aug 11 at 3, 109, Victoria st, 
Westminster 
Oxtons, Henry, Boningale, nr pedehton, Salop, Licensed Victualler, Aug 17 
Oncaner, Epwarp, Boston, Lincolnshire, Draper. Aug 11at12. Off Reo, 48, 
bh st, Boston 
4. Queen’s Head Cafe, Bangor 
Peacock, JoHN JEAN, Pirenate, Commission. Agent. Aug 12 at 8. 18, Frank- 
NG, JAMES, Holbeton, nr Ivybridge, Devon, Baker. 
Frankfort st. Plymouth 
PICERELL, JOHN, x. Goangetews, nr Middlesborough, Butcher. Aug 9 atti. Off 
Reo, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
bg id Aug? ati. Off 
8 
fomowinnb” ‘Jon, She ar “Comb Maker. Aug®at 11. Off Rec, Figtree lane, 
DELEY, Josnva, and Jonw Srppetzy, Gulval, nr Penzance, Ice Makers, 
orn Qzones J ane, Lewisham, no occupation. Aug 9 at 3. 109, Victoria st, 
estm: 
Aug 8 at 12, County 
lourt, 8 
Srumatan, RIDEARD, High a), Bpsom, Grocer. Aug 8 at 12. 100, Victoria st, 
StaruENson, Bas aac, York, Commission Agent. Aug 5 at 12. Off Reo, uw, 
Taxon, JosxpH Witt, Leeds, Earthenware Manufacturer. Aug 9 at 3, on 
Rec, +2, Park row, 
Boot iegotectanen, Aug 5 at 12. 
Bank: uptey bldga, Portugal st, Licooin's inn 
ruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’ 
Waiour, Epwanrp, Sheffield, Builder. ‘te 9 y :. Off Reo, Figtree lane, Shef- 
Yxo, Som Bas, Briaham, Devon, Shipowner, Aug U1 atit, 18, Frankfort at, 
lymout 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


ogg 4 ILEIAM, Willington, Durham, Draper, Durham. Pet July 1. 


Saicur. ARTHU: 


Anemos ae Ta. ee Southampton, 
Brastey, HENRY, Builder. Winchester. Pet April2%5. Ord May9 | 
Bennett, Swansea, Movey Lender. Swansea. Pet July 22. Ord 


Dany, Winazase, Lente, enh ak basins. Leeds. Pet July 27. Ord July 97 
BUSWELL, Epwi, Brecon, Jeweller. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet July %, Ord July #3 


ER Ban opt Bunce Tumanen, Quan Viviane High Court. Pet May » 
le r 

Cocems, Jens, ane Eaton, Derby, Lace Manufacturer. Derby. Pet June 28. 
Davrpson, WILLIAM, Portland pl. High Uourt. Pet July 2. Ord July 26 


Dartlp. Dean, eee Geneurglyn, Cardigan, Farmer. Aberystwith. 

a cae Le Gt Grimsby, Oil Manufactucer. Gt Grimsby. 
we Wyatt, ’Wecheven, Sussex, Builder. Lewes and Eastbourne. 
FarIRcLoves, Eons, Bolton, Fruit Salesman. Bolton. Pet July 26. Ord July 26 


Come, Haxay, Birmingham, Silk Mercer. Birmingham. Pet June 18. Ord 
Hancoom, Wattax HOLDING, Bast Dulwich Green. High Court. Pot Api 2%. 


Ord July 
mates Joszrn, ~iiediieass Westmoreland, Builder. Kendal. Pet July 23. Ord 
une” pe 


@ Tingiton upen al, Seiecneatt Kingston upon Hull. 
frou, ‘span Moxthosn, Cardiff, Ship Broker. Cardiff, Pet July 9s. 
pet ame 2 Carlisle, Pet July #. Ord 


wr, Cardigan, Farmer, hue. oanen ts 
mae ern Hosiery Manufacturer. Nottingham. Pet 
1 
Kine, Ji of CHARLES, Buckingham, Draper. Aylesbury. Pet July 
3. ‘Ord duly 3 

LaMPRELL, Rt CmARD Aneta, Fortiond pl, Claghars 28, Duees. High Cour}. 
Lawn. owes Caastek Bak Andlidiiiad, Bath. Pet June9. Ord July % 
Lewis, Tuomas, Swansea, Tailor. Swansea. Pet July 2%. Ord July 23 
Mantyoge, Gupegh, Soul ch Mhatenm, Desh Haerares High Couit. Pet 


uly 7 
MoxE Ink.0, Colchester Boot Maker. Colchester. PebJuly 1%, Gri July 26 
Mortimer, Joun Ro: 


BERT, Gt Driffield, Yorks, Corn Merchant. Kingston upon 
Hull. Pet July 28. ‘Ord July 26 


pcr sen, seca eae Nottingham. Pet Jans. Ori July 3 
0 s Aiprisptee, Satay, Mienneed Vieiestion Stately, 
meg dame w20 Pet aly 18. July & 

Paacocx. Joun eax, Plymouth, Commission Agent East Stonehouse. Pet 


J 23. Ord 
Panaixa, Jas, Liclbeton, nr Ivybridge, Devon, Baker. East Stonhozse. Pet 


uly 0. ord d July 27 
Proms o Miidiesbrough, . Stockton on Tees 
and ladicabe Pet July 22. ert Sg eR 
Poarmm, es ad Funai” Boe Staffordshire. Farm Labourer. Hanley’ 


uly 27. Ord July 27 
oie MATILD. Gopwr, , Boot Makers. Win- 
Rozserts, THomMAS, St ovens Geeneelh, Denwan, Truro. Pet July 22. Ord 


chester. Pet dJaiy 16 ‘uly 97 
Reve rrzzan, Steck Shes Million Colchester. Pet July 14. Ord July 26 
Sort, Taceras. Kingutvn wpot Stal, Babes, Kingston upon Hull. Pet July 26. 
poe Tolleshunt Major, SS Cheimaford. Pet July 3. 
Surrs . g Mapetter of Dipeteal 
ag Fay oy yy Et Gea Fay 
J 
Wrrnpas, Jaks, Cheddar, Somersetshire, Cropper. won. Pet July 16. Ord 
oRTERS, WittiAM HENRY. Northamptonshire, Commission 
" Agent Hestuumgten. eb daly ae ae bendee a 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Lotoa Gavette —TusspaY, Aug. 2. 
ALLEN, Avoustus Wiut1aMs, Gt Yarmouth, Grocer. Pet July. Ord July 2 
Ameen, Soups Rawat, Benth, Pee ee Bradforl. Pet July 
Avaust, si, WinuiaM Hawn, High st, Oropon Grocer. Oroydon. Pet July 2. 
BayrTHorpe, rin Furuews Barrow Victualler, Utverston and 
5 ag okt beewinee. Bide b. On 
. ss ce Gloucestershire, Cattle Dasler. Ch l- 
= that Pot Su urd July 3 


ie Hull, Saw Mill Foremaa. Kingstoa upoa 

_ fiat On daly Oxford. Pet July 2i. Ord July 
Pee Mey a0 Ord July 9 = 

Goarge, ALyaED = Wee Uy, Lgetaial o, Band Sone Swe High Coart, 

Go cnx Ataunt, Yate, Gloucestershire, Tunkeepen Bristol. Pet 

o ICHARD —— 





‘Amin, Sandwich, Kent, Boot Maker. Canterbary. Pet 
» Lancashire, Draper. Baton, Pet Jane % Ora 
» cusssumn tebe, Valin Blais Dewsbury. Pet July &. Ord 
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ee ~ >" THoMAS, be uly Blackwell park, nr Carlisle, Farmer. Carlisle. | es REUBEN ag my Quenington, Gloucestershire, Farmer. 


J ISSAMAN, Esa. Ord Jak 
ws Woop, Leamington, Boot Dealer. Warwick. Pet July 29. 
ow Oak ee James, Hay, Brecknockshire, Butcher. Hereford. Pet July 


Rows, WitiiaM, masa, +. st, Hoxton, Lime Merchant. High Court. Pet 
a“ 4a Paddington, Builder. High Court. Pet June 13. 
Ord July 28 


Saaz, T, 

Sanounrt, Benzyami, St Leonards on Sea, Jeweller. Hastings. Pet July 28, 
gene, Teal “sopra Baker, Worcester. Pet July 29. Ord July 29 
ToMPxIn, GEORGE, Staffordshire, Baker. Hanley, Burslem, and 
Wee 9 pare Ico iy. Ord sul Farmer. Newtown. Pet July 


Worry, Many, , Oheshire, Licensed Victualler. Macclesfield. Pet July 
Yarp, THomas, ;, oe Confectioner, Hereford. Pet July 29. Ori July 29 


FIRST MEETINGS, 
ARMITAGE, JosEPH Newton, Bradford, Worsted Spinner. Aug 11 at1i. Off 


31, Manor row, Bradfo 
Baker, DERICK GEORGE, Shanklin, I W, Watchmaker. Aug9ati1?. Cham- 


of 145, Cheapside 
BEESLEY, JOHN, Reading Upholsterer. Aug 11 at 12. Queen’s Hotel, Reading 
Brown, Davip, Walthamstow, Essex, Egg Merchant. Aug9 at 2.30. 33, Carey 


Lincoln’s inn fields 
Cuuspmns, Fearx. Tankersley, Yorks, Clerk. Aug 10 at 11.30, Off Rec, Figtree 


Coriis, WN, London Bridge. Aug atii. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Corron, ipo omtnaten 3 rd, Toy Warehouseman, Augi0atil. 16 
F em be $1, St Swithin’s lane’ 


. Fi urch st, ae occupation. Aug9ati2. 38, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 
Da Isaac, Geneurglyn, Cardiganshire, Farmer. Aug 10 at 3.15. Townhall, 


er) Jamus, Liverpool, Importer. Aug 12 at2. Off Rec, 35, Victoria 


Jounston, THOMAS, sen, Blackwell pk, nr Carlisle, Farmer. Aug 10 at 12. Off 
Rec, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 
Jones, Davin, Lian papemerntowe, Cardiganshire, Farmer. Aug 10 at 3.30. Town- 


JONES. sous br Monn —— pe Merionethshire, no occupation. Aug 10 at 3. 


Se 
’ 
ae omAas COLEMAN, EMMANUEL GEORGE CLAPP HOWELL. and 
Wru11aM Pavt, Jermyn st. Italian Warehousemen. Aug 10at1i. Bank- 
raptcy b’dgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Keprgr. SAMUEL M, = mame Aug 9 at 12. Bankruptcy 
's elds 
my JoserH, F ple, Licensed Victualler. Aug 9 at 1.30. 
& Bon. High at, Barnstaple 
cis BLUNDELL Warne, Roland gdne, South Kensington, Gent. 
. 83, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Srestaste, akefield, Hatter. Aug 9 at 11, Off Rec, Bond 
. JOSEPH, Monnery rd. Junction rd, MY, a Holloway, no occupation. Aug 
10 at 11. 33. st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Tuomas, St Levan, Cornwall, Farmer. Aug 9at 2. Western Hotel, 


Roczzs, Wi1114M, High rd, Kilburn, Bootmaker. Aug 10 at 2.30. 33, Uarey s 
Lincoln’s inn fields = bee: 
Watling st, Clothiers. Aug 9 at 


Bryant. and Drsrey Rooxs, 
2.80. Bankru bdgs. Port st, Lincoln's inn fields 


x, 
Aug 9 at 11. fe Rs bds. Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
mae GrorcE WILLOUGHBY. Union st. Whitechapel, L’ceneed Victualler. 
oo Hh 10 at ow 83, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
ig Sou danas’: ff tee Victualler. Aug 9 ati2. Off Rec, Ogden’s 


Bridge 4 pancho 
Visage, Giovanni, John st, Bedford row, Cabinet Maker. Aug 10 at 11. 
by st, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Wasson, Ee dene Clerk. Aug 11 at 11. Bankruptcy bdgs, Portugal 
Wrorsy. Lgpeolas Trefeclwys, Montgomery, Farmer. Aug 11 at 1. Off Ree, 


Wostuy. Many, Elton, Cheshire, Licensed Victualler. Aug 11 at 12. Off Rec, 
Eaward st. Maccles field 
Yz0o, Jou» —: Camborne, Cornwall, Horse Trainer. Augi0ati2. Off Rec, 
The following amended notice is substituted 4 that published in the 
- whet London Gazette of July 26. 
ARKHAM, WALTER James, Ru , Tailor. Aug 11 nt 11. E C Peagam, Solici- 
tor, $0, North si, Rusby Masudhe 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ye raguy 3 Grest Yarmouth, Grocer. Great Yarmouth. 


Ae ot 





crescent, Chenies st, Tottenham ct rd, Roney Lender. | 





et July 25. Ord July 28 


Loamlagton, Builder. Warwick. Pet July 28. Ord July 28 | | cxorrox. Tuomas, High Holbcin, Grocer. High Court. Pet June 6. Ont 
July 28 


Curtis, CHARLES, a PO er eee Kingston 
Hull. Pet tule oe fed 


DaR.ey, Henry SyLvestTeR, Exeter, Gent. Oxford. Pet July 26. Ord July 
Davis, Jonn, and Hswry Davis. Tottenham Court rd, House Furnishers, Hi Ss 
Court. Pet May 19. Ord July 28 bs 


Dreamy | | a Tuomas, Bedford, Currier. Bedford. Pet June 17. @; 


FooAery, 3 Mromaxt, Stoneycroft, Lancashire, Builder. Liverpool. Pet July 
LIARpeT, J. 3 London st. High Court. Pet May 23. Ord July 28 
Bomapes, Gwityu, Cwm Clydach, nr Swansea, Publican. Swansea. Pet July a 


July 28 a 
Sxars JOHN Wewroy, Sortel ter, Porowater, Promoter of Public Compan! 
High Court. Pet Dec Ord July 
SmurrH, THomas, Bromsgrove, > Beker. — ro Pet July 2%. Ord July 29 
Tomas, Jonny, Bangor, Saddler. Bangor. Pet June 22. Ord July 28 
" and Joun WaLxkER, Barrow in Furness, Aerated Wat 
Wane oe Manly Ulverston and Barrow in Furness. Pet April 26. Ong 
July 26 A 
Wanwa, Gaset, 5 Bedworth, Warwickshire, Innkeeper. Coventry. Pet Ju 
14 uly 29 
YEO, coun baa Camborne, Cornwall, Horse Trainer. Truro. Pet July 27, 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 


Cae pribiee ._—Aug. 2, at Highgate, the wife of H. Greenwood, barrister-at- 

of @ dau; 

MACLEOD. -- -J uly 31, at Edinburgh, the wife of 8. J, Fraser Macleod, barriste 
law, of a daughter. 

THOMPSON. aie 30, at Cardiff, the wife of Geo, Carslake Thompson, b 
at-law, of a daughter. 


MARRIAGE. 


. 2, at St. Fouts 4 Avenue-road, N.W 


M1t1.aNn—ELpEr.—A itcheson, daughter of the inte late Jo 


McM 
MeMillan, banrpten-ct-% law, to Margaret Ai 
Elder, jun., of Yairam, Victoria. 


DEATHS. 


Fue. mp oy 80, at Malahide, Arthur French, magistrate for the county 
are, 
TatBor.—July 29, Oat Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Henry Thomas Talbot, solicitor, aged 9 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA A. 
ic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Geumanan Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Recon: | | 
the excess of fat extracted. 
seu eee it ig — per- | 
t, Luncheon, or 
, and fnvaleetie for Inn Invalids and Children.” 
ooo the entire Medical Press. 
Being ce, or other admixture, it suits 
all keeps for S seme in all climates, and is four 
strength cf cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
&c., and i REALITY cyzsree than such 


ony with boiling water, a te spoonful 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing pa than a halfpenny. 

Cocoatiwa 4 La Vanii1z is the most delicate, digestible, 

cheapest Manilla \, _ may taken when 


chocolate le 
In tins at 1s. 64., 38., 50. 64., "ne. by Chemists and 
Grocers. 


T the Sole Proprietor 
md ag Nana pe om .W.0, 


ROBE 


| Boum FOR QUEEN'S 


H. Somwarrens &Co., 10 


EDE AND SON, 
PS% waxens, 
w Beiter, the Tard Chancellor the Whole o 


COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law W: and Gowns tor Rasietears, Town Clerks, 
= and Clerks of the Peace. 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE LONDON. 


UNTEARABLE LETTE 
COPYING BOOKS. — 


(HOWARD’S PATENT.) 


1,000 Leaf Book, 5s. 6d. 
500 Leaf Book, 3s. 64. 
English madé 
THE BEST LETTER OOPYING BOOK OUT 
WODDERSPOON & CO., © 
7, SERLE STREET, anv 1, PORTUGAL STE 
LINOOLN’S INN, W.O. 


















